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3 1223  06155  5901 


T3RIVATE  INDUSTRY  f^OUNCIL 

OF  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

NOTICE  of  a PUBLIC  MEETING 


of  the 

EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 


DATE: 

Thursday,  September  2,  1 993,^ 

TIME: 

10  A.M.  - Noon 

LOCATION: 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 

33  Gough  Street 

Auditorium 

Don'-. 

J^UG  26  1993 

PL'SL/CLi-', 


MEETING  HAS 
BEEN  POSTPONED 


Issued  August  24,  1993 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  (^OUNCIL 

OF  FRANCISCO.  INC. 

, ^JWIEMORANDUM 

TO:  MAYOR  FRANK  M.  JORDAN  DATE;  OCTOBER  30,  1993 

ALL  COUNCIL  MEMBERS  ' 


FROM:  EUNICE  ELTON,  PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT:  EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY  OF  THE  PIC’S  JOB  TRAINING  PARTNERSHIP  ACT  (JTPA) 

PROGRAM  STATISTICS  FOR  PROGRAM  YEAR  1992  (PY’92). 


Program  Year  1992  (from  July  1992  to  June  1993)  was  the  first  year  in  the  fifth  biennial  program  planning 
period  under  the  JTPA  statute.  For  this  year,  nine  separate  JTPA  subparts  of  this  plan  were  developed, 
each  was  concurrently  approved  by  the  Mayor  and  the  PIC,  and  each  was  eventually  incorporated  into  one 
of  six  separate  JTPA  subgrant  agreements  between  the  State  and  the  PIC.  To  implement  these 
segments,  the  PIC  developed,  executed,  and  administered  410  subcontracts  (34  were  “prime”  year- 
round  subcontracts,  fourteen  were  SYETP  subcontracts,  198  were  on-the-job  training  subcontracts  and 
164  were  individual  referral  subcontracts)  with  the  summary  results  shown  below: 


Accrued 

Expend. 

Total 

Enrolled 

Total 

Placed 

Total 

O.P.Term. 

Total 

Terms. 

Place. 

Rate 

O.P.Term. 

Rate 

llA-78%  Basic 

$3,349,617 

917 

551 

140 

914 

60.3% 

75.6% 

IIA-3%  Older  Individual 

$285,559 

99 

75 

13 

99 

75.8% 

88.9% 

IIA-6%  Incentive 

$263,076 

121 

2 

14 

121 

1 .7% 

13.2% 

IIA-8%  GAIN 

$298,270 

47 

2 

7 

39 

5.1% 

23.1% 

IIA-8%  Assessment  Ctr. 

$267,362 

3,336 

24 

0 

3,255 

0.7% 

i 0.7% 

Ill-DCA  Presidio 

$47,963 

14 

1 

0 

1 100.0% 

100.0% 

Ill-Formula  Allocation 

$424,111 

90 

41 

0 

82 

50.0% 

50.0% 

111-40%  Retail  Trade  Workers 

$177,157 

38 

22 

0 

38 

57.9% 

57.9% 

IIA/III  subtotals  /a. 

$5,113,115 

4,662 

718 

174 

4,549 

15.8% 

19.6% 

IIB  SYETP  1993 

$2,768,095 

2,477 

9 

2,104 

2,477 

0.4% 

! 85.3% 

/a.  “Subtotals”  include  data  for  only  the  eight  year-round  programs  shown  above;  data  for  the  1993  JTPA  Title  IIB 
SYETP  are  not  included  in  the  subtotals. 


All  data  are  still  subject  to  validation  by  representatives  of  State  and  Federal  Governments. 

The  Act  also  requires  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  establish  national  performance  standards  that  can  be 
adjusted  for  local  labor  market  and  specific  program  conditions.  For  San  Francisco's  Basic  PY'92  JTPA 
Title  IIA-78%  Program  Subpart,  the  six  adjusted  standards  of  the  Secretary  and  the  actual  performance 
attained  in  San  Francisco  are: 


PERFORMANCE  INDICATORS 

PERFORMANCE 

STANDARD 

ACTUAL 

PERFORMANCE 

STANDARD 

MET 

Adult  Follow  up  Employment  Rate  /a 

53.06% 

64.00% 

YES 

Adult  Welfare  Follow-up  Employment  Rate  /b 

44.57% 

58.40% 

YES 

Adult  Follow-up  Weekly  Earnings  /c 

$249.74 

$280.00 

YES 

Adult  Welfare  Follow-up  Weekly  Earnings  /d 

$237.26 

$287.00 

YES 

Youth  Entered  Employment  Rate  /e 

47.01% 

47.42%  • 

YES 

Youth  Employability  Enhancement  Rate  /f 

22.77% 

32.22% 

YES 

“High  Risk  Youth”  Positive  Termination  Rate  /g^ 

NA 

63.03% 

NA 

(Footnotes  are  at  the  top  of  the  second  page) 
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= ~*e  :xa  n_nDe'  33jf.  aoec  22  o’-  ’no'e  ’•esoo'-*oe’^  wno  wva-e  e’-cioyed  during  t^e  13tri  fuH  calendar 

*>ee*.  she'  le^nnaror.  dn'itKC  by  "rve  :osal  ^-"oe'  of  ao-t:  ’•esoo''oents  imes  1 00%. 

I 1X3  nj~oe'  of  aojt  (^etfa'e  'asoonoents  who  Ae-'S  e'nDoyeo  during  trie  13  fuH  ca^noar  weetc 

arie'  'ie"~in3:or.  dvtoec  by  tne  lota'  nu'^De'  o adut  wef aa  -esoo’^oents  t.mes  1 00%. 

c ~->e  tota;  «^'ee<*y  ea'~i'-igs  for  al  eo-ri  resco^oents  e'no-oyec  dunng  tr,e  13th  fuU  calenoar  week  after 
te'^r.aco'  dv*oeo  oy  tne  tota,  -u-oe'  a ao-f:  'esoo’^oe-as  a tr>e  tme  of  foliow-up. 

c ~ne  tota'  wee<Ty  ea'nn^  for  all  adult  we  fa's  ’■ecpent  -esconoents  e'nc*oyea  during  trie  13th  full  caendar 
wee«c  ar.e'  te’^natio’-..  d'v'ioeo  by  tne  total  ru-nce'  of  aout:  resoo'^oents  a tne  -ame  of  folkjw-up. 

e.  ~'te  total  '^j'Toe'  of  youths  - 21  yea's  o*  ape  wric  e~'.e^ez  e'nDioymerrt  a terTTi-rtabon  drvioed  by  trie  total 
-I  j~De'  of  youtns  wno  te"nr.a.eo  for  al;  reasons  ofner  tnar  tnose  youths  who  we'e  te'mjnated  as  Remained  in 
5onoo  or  Retjmeo  to  Sonoo  tr'es  100%. 

~~>e  tota  nu'noe'  of  youths  "1 6-21  yea's  of  ape,  ¥rto  ar.ar.eo  one  or  mo'e  cf  tne  enx>ioyabiftty  e'^nancements 
a:  te'minatior..  'epa'd.ess  of  wnetrer  mey  aso  ootareo  a :Ob.  dvtoea  by  tne  total  nurroer  of  youths  v^o 
te'mr.aieo  for  ali  'easons  times  1 0D%. 


0.  ■'ne  nu'Tce'  of  “r.iph  risk  youths’'  -as  os*neo  by  the  State  w^z  we'e  te'mi'-ated  for  *positFve  reasons’  dvided 
oy  t'->e  total  ''  j-noe'  of  “high  risk  youths’  who  termrateo  fo*-  all  'easons  tirnes  100%.  This  is  a standard 
estaoiisneo  oy  the  Governor.  Its  stanoa'P  value  is  not  avai.aoa  fNA)  yet  however,  the  actual  value  is  based 
OT;  tne  ■'act  tnaf  63%  of  ali  youtns  enrolieo  in  tne  Base  PY'92  Jl'PA  Trtle  I1A-7B%  Program  Suopari  met  the 
State's  oefintbn  of  “rfigh-Risk  Youth’. 

Tr»e  Governor  is  required  to  use  six  percent  of  the  PV92  Title  IIA  monies  allotted  to  the  State  for  ‘incentive 
awards’  to  those  Service  Delivery  Areas  where  actual  PY'92  performance  ‘exceeded”  the  PY’92 
startrferds  (in  California,  this  is  defined  as  five  or  more  of  the  Secretary  s six  startdards  having  been 
surpassed)  or  for  “technical  assistance’  where  the  slarxlards  have  been  just  ‘met’  or  ‘rwt  met’  al  all 
^oefined  as  where  four  or  fewer  of  the  Secretar/s  six  standards  have  r>ot  been  met). 

immedately  attached  are  the  Stale  Employment  Development  Department's  estimated  characteristics  of 
San  Francisco  s “JTPA-eTigbles’  in  PY'92.  the  PY92  enrollment  goals  for  each  of  these  groups  of  “JTPA- 
eligfoles’  aroroved  by  the  f/ayor  and  the  PIC  and  the  characteristics  of  those  who  were  actually  enrolled 
in  each  of  these  eight  program  subparts  during  PY’92  and.  of  those  who  (after  completing  training),  were 
paced  in  jobs  durirtg  PY92. 

Also  attached  are  more-detailed  statistical  reports  for  irxlfvidual  JTPA  Program  Subparts  and  for  irxJividual 
‘Prime’  PIC  Subcontractors  wilhin  each  of  them  The  fuK  PIC  wil  begin  reviewing  both  reports. 

During  PY'92  there  were  two  other  JTPA  Titles  IIA  (8%)-SECG  Programs  ar>d  a JTPA  Trtle  IVC  Program 
operating  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  under  agreements  between  two  different  agencies  of 
the  Slate  of  CaTifomia  and  three  locally-based  organizations  SirK«  the  PIC  was  not  a party  to  any  of  these 
three  agreements,  no  data  on  any  of  those  three  programs  are  contained  in  this  report 


^ lease  contact  Raymorxi  Holland  or  me  if  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  about  this  report. 


cc:  t/ambe's.  PiC  Evaluation  Comrn. 
Members.  PIC  Planning  Conm. 
PiC.  f/ayoris  and  SPDSS  Sta^s 
P;C  Subcont'-actors 
Cyrus  hurxjard.  COCCC 


Judy  Kuhiman.  EDD/JTPD 
Jaqui  Sivoryak.  EDD.'JTPD 
Linda  Kalvelage.  EDD/JTPD 
Dean  Smith.  SJTCC 
Jim  Spano.  CDEEPU 
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EDD  ESTIMATE  OF  ELIGIBLES 
and  based  on  these  estimates. 


APPROVED  PY’92-93  ENROLLMENT  GOALS 


SDA  NAME: 

PAGE 

1 

of  5 

JOB  TRAINING  PLAN 

MOOIRCAT10N  NO.: 

000 

SanFrarxasco 

PARTICIPANT  SERVICE 

EFFECTIVE  DATE: 

July  1. 

92 

LEVELS 

PERIOD; 

7-1-92 

to  6-30-94 

1.  POPULATION 

II. 

POTENTIALLY  EUGIBLE 

III. 

PERCENTAGE  OF  PARTia  PANTS 

CHARACTERISTICS 

POPULATION 

(ENROLLEES) 

Data  Source: 

[X]  LMID Coastal 

IIA78°b 

ll-B 

III 

IIA 

IIA  3*0 

TOTAL 

Youth 

Adult 

55+ 

Youths 

Adults 

SYETF 

EDW- 

8*0 

OWer 

NUMBER 

% 

% 

% 

AA 

GAIN 

Wkrs. 

TOTAL 

-137.351 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100°'= 

^00°'o 

lOOP-i 

100*4, 

100°'o 

100*o 

1 

Male 

47°'o 

49% 

47% 

37^'o 

47°'o 

47°o 

49*4. 

10*0 

37*0 

2 

Female 

53P/o 

51% 

53®'o 

63°o 

53°-o 

53?4, 

51*0 

90*0 

63*0 

2 

3 

Age:  14-15 

39*0 

3 

4 

16-21 

10% 

100% 

100°'= 

61*0 

6*0 

4 

5 

22-54 

69% 

71% 

90°o 

90*0 

5 

6 

55&Up 

21% 

29»o 

100% 

10°'i 

4*0 

100*= 

6 

7 

SCHOOL  DROPOLTT 

40.501 

31% 

21% 

33°/o 

56°b 

31°^o 

31*0 

21*0 

64°b 

57=0 

Reading  Level  below  Grade  7 

8 

White  (Non-Hispanic) 

41 

25% 

44°  o 

46°''o 

10°i 

10% 

5% 

13*4 

17*0 

5 

9 

Black  (Non-Hispanic) 

16% 

23°'o 

15°i, 

15°= 

28°o 

28*0 

33*0 

49*0 

26*0 

0 

10 

Hispanic  (Non-AsiarvPI) 

15% 

21% 

14% 

10% 

22% 

22*0 

25% 

16*0 

'5°o 

10 

11 

American  Indian/ Alask.  Nat 

1% 

1% 

1% 

0% 

1°'= 

1% 

1% 

0% 

0*0 

12 

Asian/Pacific  Islander 

2n 

30»'o 

26°'o 

29°o 

39°c 

39°o 

36*0 

22*0 

42*0 

12 

13 

Samoan 

13 

14 

Vietnamese 

1% 

1% 

1% 

2°o 

2*0 

2% 

2*0 

‘4 

15 

FiTpino 

6°/e 

T>/o 

6°b 

6«o 

8*0 

8*0 

7*4, 

9*0 

‘5 

16 

Asian  Indian 

1% 

1°0 

1% 

‘*= 

‘6 

17 

Cambocfian 

'7 

18 

Chinese 

17°b 

^9°'o 

16°b 

19°b 

24% 

24*0 

22*0 

26*0 

•'8 

19 

Guamanian 

‘9 

20 

Hawaiian 

20 

21 

Japanese 

2®'e 

2°-i 

2°i, 

2^i 

2*0 

2*0 

2*0 

21 

22 

Korean 

1% 

1% 

1% 

1°o 

1% 

1*0 

1*0 

1% 

22 

23 

Laotian 

23 

24 

Other  Asian  or  P/I 

1% 

1% 

1% 

1=0 

24 

Other  (Mixed  Race/'Ethnicity) 

Limited  English  Proficient 

19.875 

15% 

11% 

16°o 

20°'= 

25 

Disabled 

13.040 

10®e 

3°o 

11% 

21% 

10% 

10*0 

10% 

5*0 

25 

Offender 

17,214 

13°o 

11% 

11*0 

Single  Parent 

14°o 

14*0 

PUB.  ASSIST.  RECIPIENTS 

40,684 

35*0 

30% 

30% 

45*0 

100% 

20*0 

26 

AFDC  Recipients 

12.082 

9“b 

18*0 

18*0 

40*0 

100*o 

3*0 

26 

27 

GAIN  Registrants 

1505 

1% 

1% 

1*0 

100*o 

‘% 

27 

28 

SSl/SSP  Recpients 

5*0 

5*0 

5*0 

10*0 

28 

29 

GARCA  Recipients 

13575 

10°o 

7*0 

7*0 

1°o 

-*o 

29 

Food  Stamp  Recipients 

15.327 

12°o 

10*0 

10*0 

10*0 

V'*; 

30 

Veterans  (All) 

12.143 

9“^o 

1°o 

11% 

14% 

9*0 

14°ol 

3C 

31 

Disabled  Veterans 

5.809 

1% 

1*0 

1*0 

31 

32 

Vietnam  Era  Veterans 

3.776 

3°o 

0% 

3°o 

O^o 

4*0 

32 

33 

Recently  Separated  Vets 

1.400 

0% 

1% 

‘°o|33 

Except  for  Total,  Gender,  Age.  and  Rac&Ethnic,  all  figures  are  from  Table  10,  EDD.LMID  ‘Planning  Information  SDAs‘.  Jan,  92. 
Gender,  Age,  and  Race/Ethnic  percents  provided  by  l_MID  in  its  Dec.  24.  1991  letter  to  PICs  R.  Holland,  in  which  est.  total  -990 
Econ.  Disadv.  is  approximately  137.351  (for  purposes  only  of  estimating  the  appropriate  1 980-1 990  change  in  Genoer,  Age.  and 
Race/Elhnic  profiles).  [ April  30. 1 992  ] 
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10/06/93  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

CUMULATIVE  CHARACTERISTICS  FOR  NEWLY -ENROLLED  AND  PLACED  PARTICIPANTS 
FOR  ALL  JTPA  SUBGRANTS 


REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THROUGH  08/31/93 


TITLE  IIA  BASIC  78%  TITLE  IIA  3%  OIP 


CHARACTERISTICS 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL  : 

PLACED 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL  : 

PLACED 

GROUP  DESCRIPTIONS 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

TOTAL 

917 

100 . 0% 

551 

100 . 0% 

99 

100 . 0% 

75 

100.0% 

GENDER 

MALE 

432 

47.1% 

259 

47.0% 

51 

51.5% 

44 

58 . 7% 

FEMALE 

485 

52 . 9% 

292 

53 . 0% 

48 

48.5% 

31 

41.3% 

AGE 

14  - 15 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

16  - 17 

64 

7 . 0% 

25 

4.5% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

18  - 21 

288 

31.4% 

150 

27.2% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

22  - 29 

192 

20 . 9% 

127 

23 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

30  - 44 

242 

26.4% 

164 

29.8% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

45-54 

74 

8 . 1% 

54 

9 . 8% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

55  AND  UP 

57 

6.2% 

31 

5.6% 

99 

100 . 0% 

75 

100.0% 

RACE/ETHNIC  GROUP 

AM . IND . /ALAS . NAT . 

3 

0.3% 

2 

0.4% 

1 

1 . 0% 

1 

1.3% 

ASIAN  PACIF.  ISL. 

342 

37.3% 

228 

41.4% 

78 

78 . 8% 

64 

85.3% 

(CHINESE) 

162 

17.7% 

118 

21.4% 

59 

59.6% 

57 

76 . 0% 

(KOREAN) 

43 

4.7% 

36 

6 . 5% 

5 

5 . 1% 

3 

4.0% 

(OTHER  ASIAN) 

48 

5.2% 

25 

4.5% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(FILIPINO) 

75 

8.2% 

40 

7.3% 

12 

12 . 1% 

4 

5.3% 

(JAPANESE) 

3 

0.3% 

1 

0.2% 

2 

2.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  PACIF.) 

11 

1.2% 

8 

1.5% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

BLACK  (N.H.) 

245 

26 . 7% 

117 

21.2% 

12 

12 . 1% 

5 

6 . 7% 

HISPANIC 

210 

22 . 9% 

133 

24.1% 

3 

3 . 0% 

2 

2.7% 

WHITE  (N.H.) 

117 

12 . 8% 

71 

12 . 9% 

5 

5 . 1% 

3 

4 . 0% 

LIM.ENG.SPK.ABIL. 

385 

42 . 0% 

262 

47.5% 

71 

71.7% 

63 

84.0% 

SCHOOL  DROPOUTS 

231 

25.2% 

99 

18 . 0% 

44 

44.4% 

42 

56.0% 

EX -OFFENDER 

107 

11 . 7% 

57 

10.3% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

SINGLE  MOTHERS 

159 

17.3% 

76 

13 . 8% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

HANDICAPPED 

78 

8.5% 

43 

7.8% 

4 

4 . 0% 

1 

1.3% 

TOTAL  VETERANS 

84 

9.2% 

56 

10.2% 

5 

5.1% 

2 

2.7% 

VIETNAM  ERA 

27 

2 . 9% 

18 

3.3% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

RECEIVE  PUB.  ASST. 

341 

37.2% 

172 

31.2% 

20 

20.2% 

9 

12.0% 

AFDC 

173 

18 . 9% 

70 

12.7% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

GA 

103 

11.2% 

59 

10.7% 

6 

6 . 1% 

2 

2.7% 

RA 

5 

0.5% 

4 

0.7% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

SSI 

71 

7.7% 

41 

7.4% 

14 

14 . 1% 

7 

9.3% 

STATE  HI.  RISK  YTH 

263 

28 . 7% 

118 

21.4% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

PIC  HI.  RISK  YOUTH 

312 

34 . 0% 

151 

27.4% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

ECON.  DISADVANT. 

917 

100 . 0% 

551 

100 . 0% 

99 

100 . 0% 

75 

100 . 0% 

10/06/93  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

CUMULATIVE  CHARACTERISTICS  FOR  NEWLY -ENROLLED  AND  PLACED  PARTICIPANTS 
FOR  ALL  JTPA  SUBGRANTS 


REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THROUGH  08/31/93 


TITLE  IIA  6% 

INCENTIVE 

TITLE  IIA  8% 

SECG/GAIN 

CHARACTERISTICS 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL  ] 

PLACED 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL  : 

PLACED 

GROUP  DESCRIPTIONS 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

================== 

= ===  = 

======= 

====  = 

======= 

= ===  = 

======= 

= = = = = 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

TOTAL 

121 

100.0% 

2 

100 . 0% 

47 

100 . 0% 

2 

100 . 0% 

GENDER 

MALE 

72 

59.5% 

2 

100 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

FEMALE 

49 

40.5% 

0 

0.0% 

47 

100.0% 

2 

100 . 0% 

AGE 

14  - 15 

54 

44.6% 

0 

0 . 0% 

1 

2 . 1% 

0 

0.0% 

16  - 17 

7 

5 . 8% 

0 

0 . 0% 

10 

21.3% 

0 

0 . 0% 

18  - 21 

47 

38.8% 

0 

0 . 0% 

23 

48 . 9% 

1 

50.0% 

22  - 29 

2 

1.7% 

0 

0.0% 

8 

17.0% 

1 

50.0% 

30  - 44 

4 

3.3% 

0 

0 . 0% 

3 

6.4% 

0 

0.0% 

45  - 54 

1 

0 . 8% 

1 

50 . 0% 

2 

4.3% 

0 

0 . 0% 

55  AND  UP 

6 

5 . 0% 

1 

50.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

RACE /ETHNIC  GROUP 

AM . IND . /ALAS . NAT . 

1 

0.8% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

ASIAN  PACIF.  ISL. 

20 

16.5% 

1 

50 . 0% 

2 

4.3% 

0 

0.0% 

(CHINESE) 

7 

5.8% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

(KOREAN) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

(OTHER  ASIAN) 

5 

4 . 1% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

(FILIPINO) 

6 

5 . 0% 

1 

50 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(JAPANESE) 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

1 

2 . 1% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  PACIF.) 

2 

1.7% 

0 

0 . 0% 

1 

2 . 1% 

0 

0.0% 

BLACK  (N.H.) 

71 

58.7% 

1 

50 . 0% 

33 

70.2% 

2 

100.0% 

HISPANIC 

25 

20.7% 

0 

0 . 0% 

11 

23.4% 

0 

0.0% 

WHITE  (N.H.) 

4 

3.3% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

2.1% 

0 

0.0% 

LIM.ENG.SPK.ABIL. 

8 

6 . 6% 

0 

0 . 0% 

1 

2 . 1% 

0 

0.0% 

SCHOOL  DROPOUTS 

56 

46.3% 

2 

100 . 0% 

46 

97.9% 

1 

50.0% 

EX -OFFENDER 

6 

5.0% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

2 . 1% 

0 

0.0% 

SINGLE  MOTHERS 

22 

18.2% 

0 

0 . 0% 

39 

83 . 0% 

2 

100 . 0% 

HANDICAPPED 

12 

9.9% 

1 

50.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

TOTAL  VETERANS 

13 

10.7% 

2 

100 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

VIETNAM  ERA 

3 

2.5% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

RECEIVE  PUB.  ASST. 

76 

62 . 8% 

2 

100 . 0% 

47 

100 . 0% 

2 

100.0% 

AFDC 

64 

52.9% 

0 

0 . 0% 

47 

100 . 0% 

2 

100.0% 

GA 

3 

2.5% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

RA 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

SSI 

9 

7.4% 

2 

100 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

STATE  HI.  RISK  YTH 

54 

44 . 6% 

0 

0 . 0% 

33 

70.2% 

1 

50 . 0% 

PIC  HI.  RISK  YOUTH 

105 

86.8% 

0 

0 . 0% 

34 

72.3% 

1 

50.0% 

ECON.  DISADVANT. 

121 

100.0% 

2 

100 . 0% 

47 

100 . 0% 

2 

100.0% 

6 


10/06/93  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

CUMULATIVE  CHARACTERISTICS  FOR  NEWLY -ENROLLED  AND  PLACED  PARTICIPANTS 
FOR  ALL  JTPA  SUBGRANTS 


REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THROUGH  08/31/93 


TITLE  IIA  SF  ASSESSMENT  I I IB  DCA (PRESIDIO) 


CHARACTERISTICS 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL  ] 

PLACED 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL  ] 

PLACED 

GROUP  DESCRIPTIONS 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

TOTAL 

3336 

100 . 0% 

24 

100 . 0% 

14 

100 . 0% 

1 

100.0% 

GENDER 

MALE 

1454 

43.6% 

10 

41.7% 

5 

35.7% 

1 

100.0% 

FEMALE 

1882 

56.4% 

14 

58.3% 

9 

64.3% 

0 

0.0% 

AGE 

14  - 15 

1494 

44 . 8% 

4 

16.7% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

16  - 17 

1172 

35.1% 

9 

37.5% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

18  - 21 

591 

17.7% 

11 

45.8% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

22  - 29 

17 

0.5% 

0 

0 . 0% 

1 

7.1% 

0 

0.0% 

30  - 44 

47 

1.4%. 

0 

0.0% 

7 

50 . 0% 

1 

100 . 0% 

45  - 54 

14 

0.4% 

0 

0 . 0% 

5 

35.7% 

0 

0.0% 

55  AND  UP 

1 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

7.1% 

0 

0.0% 

RACE /ETHNIC  GROUP 

AM . IND . /ALAS . NAT . 

12 

0.4% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

ASIAN  PACIF.  ISL. 

1176 

35.3% 

14 

58.3% 

4 

28 . 6% 

1 

100.0% 

(CHINESE) 

582 

17.4% 

6 

25 . 0% 

1 

7.1% 

0 

0.0% 

(KOREAN) 

7 

0.2% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  ASIAN) 

460 

13 . 8% 

7 

29.2% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

(FILIPINO) 

108 

3.2% 

0 

0.0% 

3 

21.4% 

1 

100.0% 

(JAPANESE) 

1 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  PACIF.) 

18 

0.5% 

1 

4.2% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

BLACK  (N.H.) 

1392 

41.7% 

1 

4.2% 

5 

35.7% 

0 

0.0% 

HISPANIC 

574 

17.2% 

9 

37.5% 

3 

21.4% 

0 

0.0% 

WHITE  (N.H.) 

182 

5.5% 

0 

0 . 0% 

2 

14.3% 

0 

0.0% 

LIM.ENG.SPK.ABIL. 

386 

11.6% 

7 

29.2% 

1 

7.1% 

1 

100.0% 

SCHOOL  DROPOUTS 

103 

3 . 1% 

1 

4.2% 

1 

7 . 1% 

0 

0.0% 

EX -OFFENDER 

38 

1.1% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

SINGLE  MOTHERS 

89 

2.7% 

0 

0.0% 

3 

21.4% 

0 

0 . 0% 

HANDICAPPED 

434 

13 . 0% 

1 

4.2% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

TOTAL  VETERANS 

5 

0 . 1% 

0 

0 . 0% 

2 

14.3% 

0 

0.0% 

VIETNAM  ERA 

1 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

RECEIVE  PUB.  ASST. 

1721 

51.6% 

9 

37.5% 

1 

7.1% 

0 

0.0% 

AFDC 

1508 

45.2% 

9 

37 . 5% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

GA 

64 

1.9% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

RA 

5 

0 . 1% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

SSI 

190 

5.7% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

7.1% 

0 

0.0% 

STATE  HI.  RISK  YTH 

813 

24.4% 

11 

45.8% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

PIC  HI.  RISK  YOUTH 

2411 

72.3% 

19 

79.2% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

ECON.  DISADVANT. 

3322 

99.6% 

24 

100 . 0% 

4 

28.6% 

0 

0.0% 
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10/06/93  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

CUMULATIVE  CHARACTERISTICS  FOR  NEWLY -ENROLLED  AND  PLACED  PARTICIPANTS 
FOR  ALL  JTPA  SUBGRANTS 


REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THROUGH  08/31/93 


TITLE  IIIA  EDWAA 

60%  FA 

IIIA 

40%  RETAIL  TRADE  WKRS 

CHARACTERISTICS 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL 

PLACED 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL  : 

PLACED 

GROUP  DESCRIPTIONS 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

====  = 

======= 

===== 

======= 

= = = = = 

======= 

= = = = = 

======= 

TOTAL 

90 

100 . 0% 

41 

100 . 0% 

38 

100 . 0% 

22 

100 . 0% 

GENDER 

MALE 

28 

31 . 1% 

■ 18 

43.9% 

6 

15 . 8% 

2 

9 . 1% 

FEMALE 

62 

68.9% 

23 

56 . 1% 

32 

84.2% 

20 

90.9% 

AGE 

14  - 15 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

16  - 17 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

18  - 21 

3 

3.3% 

1 

2.4% 

2 

5.3% 

1 

4.5% 

22  - 29 

16 

17.8% 

10 

24.4% 

11 

28 . 9% 

7 

31.8% 

30  - 44 

32 

35.6% 

12 

29.3% 

14 

36 . 8% 

10 

45 . 5% 

45-54 

9 

10 . 0% 

3 

7.3% 

10 

26.3% 

4 

18 . 2% 

55  AND  UP 

30 

33.3% 

15 

36.6% 

1 

2 . 6% 

0 

0.0% 

RACE/ETHNIC  GROUP 

AM . IND . /ALAS . NAT . 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

ASIAN  PACIF.  ISL. 

40 

44.4% 

25 

61 . 0% 

14 

36 . 8% 

10 

45.5% 

(CHINESE) 

10 

11.1% 

5 

12.2% 

4 

10 . 5% 

3 

13 . 6% 

(KOREAN) 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  ASIAN) 

2 

2.2% 

0 

0 . 0% 

1 

2 . 6% 

1 

4 . 5% 

(FILIPINO) 

28 

31 . 1% 

20 

48 . 8% 

8 

21.1% 

6 

27.3% 

(JAPANESE) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  PACIF.) 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

2.6% 

0 

0.0% 

BLACK  (N.H.) 

19 

21.1% 

6 

14 . 6% 

3 

7.9% 

0 

0 . 0% 

HISPANIC 

18 

20 . 0% 

8 

19.5% 

9 

23 . 7% 

3 

13 . 6% 

WHITE  (N.H.) 

13 

14.4% 

2 

4 . 9% 

12 

31 . 6% 

9 

40 . 9% 

LIM.ENG.SPK.ABIL. 

21 

23.3% 

11 

26 . 8% 

8 

21.1% 

3 

13 . 6% 

SCHOOL  DROPOUTS 

6 

6.7% 

2 

4 . 9% 

4 

10.5% 

3 

13 . 6% 

EX -OFFENDER 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

SINGLE  MOTHERS 

19 

21 . 1% 

5 

12.2% 

7 

18.4% 

5 

22 . 7% 

HANDICAPPED 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

TOTAL  VETERANS 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

VIETNAM  ERA 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

RECEIVE  PUB.  ASST. 

7 

7.8% 

4 

9.8% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

AFDC 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

GA 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

RA 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

SSI 

7 

7.8% 

4 

9.8% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

STATE  HI.  RISK  YTH 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

1 

2 . 6% 

1 

4.5% 

PIC  HI.  RISK  YOUTH 

1 

1 . 1% 

1 

2.4% 

2 

5.3% 

1 

4 . 5% 

ECON.  DISADVANT. 

51 

56 .7% 

23 

56 . 1% 

4 

10 . 5% 

2 

9 . 1% 

8 


11/09/93  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

CUMULATIVE  CHARACTERISTICS  FOR  NEWLY -ENROLLED  AND  PLACED  PARTICIPANTS 
FOR  ALL  JTPA  SUBGRANTS 


REPORT  PERIOD:  06/01/93  THROUGH  09/30/93 


TITLE  I I IB  SYETP 


CHARACTERISTICS 
GROUP  DESCRIPTIONS 

NEWLY 

NUMBR 

ENTERED 

PERCENT 

ALL  ] 
NUMBR 

PLACED 

PERCENT 

TOTAL 

2477 

100 . 0% 

9 

100 . 0% 

GENDER 

MALE 

1075 

43.4% 

3 

33.3% 

FEMALE 

1402 

56.6% 

6 

66 . 7% 

AGE 

14  - 15 

1083 

43.7% 

0 

0.0% 

16  - 17 

936 

37.8% 

4 

44.4% 

18  - 21 

458 

18.5% 

5 

55.6% 

22  - 29 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

30  - 44 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

45  - 54 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

55  AND  UP 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

RACE /ETHNIC  GROUP 

AM . IND  . /ALAS  . NAT  . 

8 

0.3% 

0 

0.0% 

ASIAN  PACIF.  ISL. 

773 

31.2% 

4 

44.4% 

(CHINESE) 

376 

15.2% 

3 

33.3% 

(KOREAN) 

13 

0.5% 

0 

0 . 0% 

(OTHER  ASIAN) 

276 

11 . 1% 

0 

0 . 0% 

(FILIPINO) 

85 

3.4% 

1 

11.1% 

(JAPANESE) 

1 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

(OTHER  PACIF.) 

22 

0 . 9% 

0 

0.0% 

BLACK  (N.H.) 

1075 

43.4% 

2 

22.2% 

HISPANIC 

512 

20.7% 

2 

22.2% 

WHITE  (N.H.) 

109 

4.4% 

1 

11.1% 

LIM.ENG.SPK.ABIL. 

234 

9.4% 

1 

11 . 1% 

SCHOOL  DROPOUTS 

112 

4.5% 

1 

11.1% 

EX-OFFENDER 

43 

1.7% 

0 

0 . 0% 

SINGLE  MOTHERS 

81 

3.3% 

0 

0 . 0% 

HANDICAPPED 

361 

14 . 6% 

0 

0.0% 

TOTAL  VETERANS 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

VIETNAM  ERA 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

RECEIVE  PUB.  ASST. 

1332 

53.8% 

4 

44.4% 

AFDC 

1174 

47.4% 

4 

44.4% 

GA 

25 

1.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

RA 

1 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

SSI 

160 

6.5% 

0 

0 . 0% 

STATE  HI.  RISK  YTH 

690 

27 . 9% 

3 

33.3% 

PIC  HI.  RISK  YOUTH 

1899 

76.7% 

5 

55 . 6% 

ECON.  DISADVANT. 

2477 

100 . 0% 

9 

100.0% 

pMVATE  JNDUSTRYI^OUNCIL 


OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


ALL  COUNCIL  MEMBERS 
MEMBERS,  PIC  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 
MEMBERS,  PIC  PLANNING  COMMITTEE 
ALL  PIC  SUBCONTRACTORS 


DATE:  OCTOBER  30,  1993 


FROM: 


EUNICE  ELTON,  PRESIDENT 


SUBJECT:  DETAILED  SUMMARY  OF  THE  PIC’S  JOB  TRAINING  PARTNERSHIP  ACT  (JTPA) 

PROGRAM  STATISTICS  FOR  PROGRAM  YEAR  1992  (PY’92). 


This  report  is  an  attachment  to  the  executive  summary,  also  dated  today.  The  executive  summary  shows 
simply  how  many  JTPA  dollars  were  spent,  how  many  JTPA-eligible  persons  were  enrolled,  terminated, 
placed  and,  in  a format  similar  to  that  required  by  the  State,  what  their  planned  and  actual  characteristics 
were  in  each  of  the  eight  separate  JTPA  programs  that  were  administered  by  the  PIC  in  Program  Year 
1992  (from  July  1992  to  June  1993).  That  summary  also  shows,  for  just  the  “Basic  JTPA  Title  IIA  (78%) 
Program”,  the  actual  compared  to  standard  for  PY'92  performance. 

This  report  provides  added  details  to  those  data  contained  in  the  executive  summary.  The  report  is 
divided  into  the  following  four  color-coded  sections: 

• The  first  section  of  this  report  includes  an  alphabetized  list  of  the  names  of  the  34  “prime”  PIC 
subcontractors,  cross-referenced  by  the  acronyms  used  for  each  of  those  organizations  in  the  rest  of 
this  report,  followed  by  generic  descriptions  of  those  organizations’  JTPA  programs  and  of  the  JTPA 
program  activities  (or  training  technologies)  within  which  those  various  programs  have  been  classified. 
The  various  sources  of  monies  used  from  sources  other  than  JTPA  in  these  programs  are  also 
described  on  the  last  page  of  this  section. 

• The  second  section  displays  both  actual  and  planned  data  for  selected  characteristics  of  PY'92 
enrollees  at  the  levels  of  individual  program  subparts  and  of  individual  PIC  subcontracts.  Planned 
figures  were  derived  from  each  PY'92  subcontract;  those  subcontract  figures  are  based  primarily,  but 
not  exclusively,  on  those  that  were  originally  proposed.  For  each  ‘Title  Total”,  the  sum  of  all  planned 
figures  from  the  subcontracts  should  approximate  the  corresponding  PY'92  enrollment  goal 
(expressed  as  a percentage  of  total)  originally  approved  by  the  Mayor  and  the  PIC.  The  database  for 
both  the  participants  and  terminees  contains  almost  twice  the  number  of  characteristics  displayed  in 
these  reports. 

• The  third  section  of  this  report  contains  the  basic  program  performance  and  benefit/cost  data  for 
individual  PIC  subcontractors,  for  individual  program  subparts,  and  where  appropriate,  for  different 
common  program  activities  (or  training  technologies)  within  the  program  subparts.  The  period 
reflected  for  these  data  is  fourteen  months,  which  incorporates  the  twelve  months  of  PY'92  (by  the 
end  of  which  all  training  was  generally  scheduled  to  be  completed)  and  the  sixty-day  period  following 
the  end  of  PY'92  “Fixed-Unit-Price  Performance  Based”  (FUPPB)  subcontract  during  which 
subcontractors  could  attempt  to  place  those  participants  who  completed  training  at  the  end  of  PY'92 
in  jobs.  Because  of  the  interim  final  rule  .interpreting  the  amended  Act,  PY'92  was  the  last  year  for 
FUPPB  subcontracts. 
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Readers  should  exercise  caution  when  interpreting  the  ‘Type  of  Activity”  data  displayed  in  the 
heading  of  each  column  in  the  third  section  of  this  report.  Many  program  subcontracts  comprehend 
more  than  the  single  activity  displayed;  unfortunately,  the  computer  program  can  only  display  the 
single  most  prominent  activity  among  them.  In  addition,  the  definition  of  each  such  activity  in  the 
second  section  of  this  report  is  generic;  there  are  many  different  and  unique  applications  of  each. 

These  generally  indetectable  nuances  in  training  technologies  applied  can  produce  dramatically 
different  statistical  results  which,  if  not  acknowledged,  can  unnecessarily  mislead.  Readers  are 
advised,  therefore,  to  review  the  definitions  in  the  second  section  of  this  report  for  both  the  “PIC 
Subcontractor”  and  for  the  “Type  of  Activity”  displayed  in  the  heading  of  each  column  in  this  section 
for  a more  accurate  understanding  of  the  program  being  described  by  the  other  data  in  that  column. 

In  the  “expenditures”  section  of  this  report  form,  the  ‘1otal  budget”  figures  reflect  the  amount 
comprehended  in  that  subcontract  or  subgrant.  ‘Total  JTPA  expenditures”  reflect  the  total  monies 
spent  with  respect  to  that  subcontract  from  both  the  account  set  aside  for  the  subcontractor's  price 
payments  and  from  various  other  PIC  set  aside  accounts  related  to  that  subcontract. 

These  set  aside  accounts  are  for  OJT  subcontracts  developed  by  the  “prime”  subcontractor  and  for 
childcare,  medical,  and  transportation  services  provided  to  participants  in  the  subcontractor's  program. 
As  a consequence,  for  some  subcontracts  the  amount  of  ‘1otal  JTPA  expenditures”  exceeds  the 
amount  of  the  ‘lotal  budget”. 

A dollar  amount  shown  in  the  “non-JTPA  expenditures”  line-item  indicates  that  expenses  were 
incurred  by  that  subcontractor  or  on  behalf  of  that  subcontractor’s  program  from  sources  other  than 
that  JTPA  Subcontract.  An  “NA”  indicates  that  the  Subcontractor  has  still  not  reported  the  amount  of 
those  expenses,  if  any,  incurred  from  sources  other  than  JTPA  for  the  subcontracted  program;  as  a 
result,  for  each  of  these  subcontractors,  the  PY‘92  record  is  still  incomplete. 

• The  fourth  section  contains  the  occupational  classification  data  for  all  job  placements  recorded  in  the 
fourteen-month  period;  the  data  are  broken-down  by  individual  program  subpart.  Altogether,  job 
placements  were  recorded  in  the  following  numbers  of  occupational  classifications  for  the  following 
program  subparts:  Basic  JTPA  Title  IIA  (78%)  program  (551  occupational  classifications);  JTPA  Title  IIA 
(3%  Older  Workers’)  program  (75  classifications);  JTPA  Title  IIA  6%  Joseph  S.  Bailey  Memorial  program 
(2  classifications);  JTPA  Title  IIA  8%  SECG/GAIN  program  (2  classifications);  JTPA  Title  IIA  8% 
COCCC/SF  Assessment  Center  program  (24  classifications);  JTPA  Title  IIIB  Defense  Conversion 
Adjustment/Presidio  Military  Base  Closure  (DCA/Presidio)  program  (1  classification);  JTPA  Title  III 
Economic  Dislocation  and  Worker  Adjustment  (EDWAA)  60%  program  (41  classifications)  and  JTPA 
Title  III  EDWAA  40%  Retail  Trade  Workers  program  (22  classifications).  These  data  are  also  available  in 
an  order  ranked  by  the  number  of  placements  which  occurred  in  each  OES  occupational  classification. 

Special  cross-tabulations,  stratifications,  and  even  more  detailed  data  can  be  and  are  being  produced  from 

this  database  upon  request;  please  let  us  know  what  you  would  like  to  see. 

More  detailed  data  on  the  1993  JTPA  Title  MB  SYETP  (Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training  Program) 

will  be  published  shortly  along  with  a thorough,  written  evaluation  of  each  of  the  subcontracted  programs. 


Please  let  us  know  if  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  about  these  reports. 


cc;  PIC  and  Mayor’s  Staff 
Steve  Arcelona,  SFDSS 
Jaqui  Sikoryak,  EDD/JTPD 
Linda  Kalvelage,  EDD/JTPD 


Judy  Kuhimann,  EDD/JTPD 
Dean  Smith,  SJTCC 
Jim  Spano,  CDE/EPU 
Cyrus  Hubbard,  COCCC 
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QUICK  CROSS-REFERENCE  LIST  OF  JTPA  SUBCONTRACTORS 


ACRONYM 

AJ 

AND 

BAUL 

BRYMAN 

CAA 

CBC 

CACS 

CCSF 

CCSF/AC 

CCSF/JAC 

CES 

CET 

CROC 

CYC 

ESCMT 

FIL-AM 

JVS 

KCI 

MLVS 

NCSL 

NTI 

PHCDC 

PIC 

PLATT 

PMC 

POS 

RAJ 

REP 

SFCORPS 

SFES 

SFST 

SFUSD 

SFVS 

SHE 

STP 

TFS 

USF 

VYDC 

WTS 

YCD 

YGCIC 


SUBCONTRACTOR  NAME 

Arriba  Juntos 

Asian  Neighborhood  Design 
Bay  Area  Urban  League 
Bryman  School  (Title  III  only) 

Chinese  for  Affirmative  Action 
Computer  Business  College  (Title  III  only) 

Chinatown  American  Cooks  School 

Children’s  Council  of  San  Francisco 

City  College  of  San  Francisco-Assessment  Center 

City  College  of  San  Francisco-John  Adams  Campus 

Community  Educational  Services 

Center  for  Employment  and  Training  (Title  III  only) 

Career  Resources  Development  Center 
Chinatown  Youth  Center 

Engineering  Societies  Committee  for  Manpower  Training 
Filipino-American  Council  of  San  Francisco 
Jewish  Vocational  Services 
Korean  Center,  Inc. 

Mission  Language  and  Vocational  School 
Northern  California  Service  League 
National  Training  School  (Title  III  only) 

Potrero  Hill  Community  Development  Corporation 
Private  Industry  Council  of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 

Platt  College  (Title  III  only) 

Public  Media  Center 

RTTI/Parents  of  Success 

Revere  Academy  of  Jewelry  Arts  (Title  III  only) 

Renaissance  Experience  Plus 

San  Francisco  Conservation  Corps 

San  Francisco  Educational  Services 

San  Francisco  School  of  Travel  (Title  III  only) 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 
San  Francisco  Vocational  Services 
Self-Help  for  the  Elderly 
Swords  to  Plowshares 
The  Family  School 

University  of  San  Francisco  (Title  III  only) 

Vietnamese  Youth  Development  Center 
Western  Truck  School  (Title  III  only) 

Young  Community  Developers,  Inc. 

Youth  Guidance  Center  Improvement  Committee 
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EXPLANATION  OF  ACRONYMS 

This  section  describes  the  JTPA  subcontractors  for  which  PY'92  performance  data  are  presented  in  Section  3 and  4 of  this 
report.  The  list  is  arranged  alphabetically  by  the  acronym  used  to  identify  the  JTPA  subcontractor  in  the  statistical  tables  of 
Section  3 (or  on  page  1 of  this  section,  alphabetically  by  the  name  of  the  JTPA  subcontractor). 

Underneath  the  acronym  for  each  JTPA  subcontractor  listed,  the  entry  beginning  with  the  word  ‘Title"  identifies  the  specific 
JTPA  subgrant(s)  used  to  finance  that  or  those  subcontract(s)  in  PY'92.  Those  different  JTPA  subgrants  are  described  in  item 
#33  on  this  list. 

Unless  otherwise  indicated,  the  page  number  in  brackets  in  each  JTPA  subcontractor’s  description  refers  to  the  page  number 
of  Section  3 of  this  report  containing  the  PY'92  statistical  performance  data  for  that  subcontract  or  subgrant. 

All  subcontract  and  subgrant  descriptions  are  those  which  were  in  force  on  July  1st  of  1992  (i.e.,  as  originally  executed  or  as 
modified)  except  Title  III  DCA-Presidio  military  base  closure  which  was  in  force  on  January  27,  1993. 


1.  AJ 

Title  IIA  78% 

Arriba  Juntos  - a local  communitv-based  oraanization. 

[Page  3]  AJ  provides  recruitment,  job  development,  low  support  and  non-reimbursable  on-the-job 
opportunities  in  clerical,  accounting  and  housekeeping,  occupations  to  economically  disadvantaged 
persons  who  are  18  years  and  older  with  no  specific  job  skills. 

Title  IIA  6% 

[Page  9]  AJ  provides  basic  skills  classroom  training  to  improve  the  literacy  skills  of  “high-risk  youth",  and 
with  educational  abilities  between  2nd  and  8th  grade. 

Title  IIA  8% 

[Page  11]  AJ  provides  basic  skills  classroom  training  to  improve  the  literacy  skills  of  S.F.  GAIN 
participants  who  are  1 8 years  and  older,  and  with  educational  abilities  between  the  2nd  and  8th  grade. 

2.  AND 

Title  IIA  78% 

Asian  Neiahborhood  Desion  - a local  communitv-based  oraanization. 

[Page  1]  AND  provides  recruitment,  occupational  classroom  training  in  construction  and  cabinet  making 
occupations,  and  job  development  for  economically  disadvantaged  individuals  who  are  17  years  and 
older. 

3.  BAUL 
Title  IIA  78% 

Bav  Area  Urban  Leaaue  - a local  chanter  of  a national  service  oraanization. 

[Page  3]  BAUL  develops  low  support  and  non-reimbursable  on-the-job  training  opportunities  in 
administrative,  clerical,  and  services  occupations  to  economically  disadvantaged  residents  of  San 
Francisco  who  are  18  years  and  older  high  school  graduates  or  passes  a GED  and  have  limited  work 
experience. 

4.  CAA 

Title  IIA  78% 

Chinese  for  Affirmative  Action  - a local  communitv-based  oraanization. 

[Page  4]  CAA  develops  low  support  and  non-reimbursable  on-the-job  training  opportunities  in  clerical, 
sales,  and  service  occupations  to  economically  disadvantaged  residents  of  San  Francisco  who  are  16 
years  or  older  with  limited  or  no  previous  job  skills. 

5.  CACS 

Title  IIA  78% 

Chinatown  American  Cooks  School  - a local  communitv-based  oraanization. 

[Page  1]  CACS  provides  job  development  and  occupational  classroom  training  for  food  and  beverage 
preparation  and  service  industry  to  economically  disadvantaged  residents  of  San  Francisco  who  are  18 
years  or  older  with  limited  or  no  previous  job  skills. 

6.  CCSF 

Children’s  Council  of  San  Francisco  - a local  communitv-based  oraanization  desianated  bv  the  California 
Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  and  the  PIC  as  the  “Child  Care  Resource  and  Referral  Agency”  for 
San  Francisco  under  AB  1162. 

[Page  5]  CCSF  procures  and  subsidizes,  with  JTPA  monies,  quality  childcare  services  for  parent- 
participants  with  children  in  any  JTPA  subgrant  and  subcontract. 

7.  CCSF/AC 
Title  IIA  8% 

Citv  Colleae  of  San  Francisco  - Assessment  Center  - A local  educational  institution 
[Page12]  CCSF/AC  provides  comprehensive  assessment  services  to  all  people  at  a central  location  in 
San  Francisco.  A minimum  of  75%  of  them  must  be  low  income  individuals  while  the  others  may  be 
in  need  of  career  and/or  vocational  counseling  and  assessment  services. 

October  30,  1993 


SECTION  I 


8.  CCSF/JAC 

Title  IIA  78% 


Title  IIA  3% 


9.  CES 

Title  IIA  78% 


10.  CROC 
Title  IIA  78% 


11.  CYC 

Title  IIA  78% 


12.  ESCMT 

Title  IIA  78% 


13.FIL-AM 

Title  IIA  78% 


14.  JVS 

Title  IIA  78% 


Title  IIA  3% 


15.KCI 

Title  IIA  78% 


Title  IIA  3% 


16.MLVS 
Title  IIA  78% 


EXPLANATION  OF  ACRONYMS 

City  College  of  San  Francisco  - John  Adams  Campus-  A local  educational  institution 
[Page  1]  CCSF/JAC  provides  recruitment  and  occupational  classroom  training  in  clerical,  accounting, 
and  health-related  occupations  to  San  Francisco  residents  who  are  over  17  years  of  age  and  with  a 10th 
grade  educational  level. 

[Page  0]  CCSF/JAC  provides  recruitment  and  occupational  classroom  training  in  childcare-related 
occupations  to  economically  disadvantaged  residents  who  are  55  years  or  older. 

Community  Educational  Services  - a local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  2]  CES  provides  recruitment,  occupational  English-as-a-Second  Language  classroom  training  and 
job  development  services  in  clerical  and  sales  occupations  for  limited  English-speaking  and  economically 
disadvantaged  youths  between  the  ages  of  1 8 and  21  with  no  work  experience. 

Career  Resources  Development  Center  - a local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  2]  CROC  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational  English-as-a-Second  Language 
classroom  training  for  limited  English-speaking  and  economically  disadvantaged  residents  of  San 
Francisco  in  clerical  and  health  occupations  and  who  are  18  years  or  older  with  limited  or  no  clerical  skills. 

Chinatown  Youth  Center  - a local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  4]  CYC  provides  recruitment,  job  development  services,  low  support  on-the-job  training  for 
economically  disadvantaged  youths  between  16  and  21  years  of  age  in  clerical,  data  entry,  dental 
assistance,  and  cooking  occupations. 

Engineering  Societies  Committee  for  Manpower  Training  - a local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  4]  ESCMT  provides  job  development,  occupational  classroom  training  followed  by  low  support  on- 
the-job  training  for  entry  level  jobs  in  the  drafting  and  related  occupations  to  economically  disadvantaged 
residents  of  San  Francisco,  who  are  18  years  and  older  and  high  school  graduates. 

Filipino  American  Council  of  San  Francisco.  Inc.  - a local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  2]  FIL-AM  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational  English-as-a-Second 
Language  classroom  training  for  limited  English-speaking  and  economically  disadvantaged  San 
Francisco  residents  in  clerical  occupations. 

Jewish  Vocational  Services  - a local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  4]  JVS  provides  job  development  services,  low  support  on-the-job  training  of  clerical,  health, 
engineering,  and  maintenance  repair  occupations  to  refugees  who  are  17  to  21  years  with  minimal  job 
skills. 

[Page  7]  JVS  provides  job  development  services,  low  support  on-the-job  training  in  various  employment 
occupations  to  economically  disadvantaged  San  Francisco  residents  who  are  55  years  and  older  with 
limited  job  skills. 

Korean  Center.  Inc.  - a local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  3]  KCI  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational  English-as-a-Second  Language 
classroom  training  for  limited  English-speaking  and  economically  disadvantaged  residents  of  San 
Francisco,  in  clerical,  sales  and  service  occupations. 

[Page  7]  KCI  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational  English-as-a-Second  Language 
classroom  training  for  limited  English-speaking  and  economically  disadvantaged  residents  of  San 
Francisco,  who  are  fifty-five  (55)  years  of  age  and  older  in  sales,  and  service  occupations. 

Mission  Language  and  Vocational  School  - a local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  3]  MLVS  provides  recruitment,  occupational  English-as-a-Second  Language  classroom  training 
and  job  development  for  limited  English-speaking  and  economically  disadvantaged  residents  of  San 
Francisco  in  general  clerical,  computer  terminal  operations,  word  processing,  typing  and  secretarial 
occupations. 
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17. NCSL 
Title  HA  78% 

18.  OCT 
19.0ESL 
20.OJT 


21. PHCDC 
Title  HA  78% 

Title  HA  3% 

22.  PIC 


EXPLANATION  OF  ACRONYMS 

Northern  California  Service  League  - A local  community  based  organization. 

[Page  4]  NCSL  provides  job  development  services,  low  support  and  non-reimbursable  on-the-job  training 
in  service,  machine  trade  and  construction  occupations  for  ex-offenders  of  San  Francisco. 

Occupational  Classroom  Training 

[Page  6]  one  of  the  common  PIC/JTPA  program  activities.  This  program  activity  is  any  training  conducted 
in  an  institutional  setting,  designed  to  provide  participants  with  technical  skills  and  information  required  to 
perform  a specific  job  or  group  of  jobs.  In  several  cases,  basic  education  skills  will  also  be  provided  as 
part  of  the  curriculum.  (All  trainees  will  be  eligible  to  receive  a transportation  allowance  and  child  care 
assistance  while  receiving  training,  if  required). 

Aggregated  financial  and  programmatic  data  for  all  subcontracts  are  listed  on  Page  1 and  2 of  Section  3 
for  the  program  year  1 992  for  this  program  activity. 

Occupational  and  Enalish-as-a-Second  Language  Classroom  Training 

[Page  6]  one  of  the  common  PIC/JTPA  program  activities.  This  program  activity  is  any  training  conducted 
in  an  institutional  setting,  designed  to  provide  participants  who  are  limited  English-speaking  with  training 
combining  English  language  instruction  and  specific  occupational  skills  instruction.  (AH  trainees  will  be 
eligible  to  receive  a transportation  allowance  and  child  care  assistance  while  receiving  training,  if 
required). 

Aggregated  financial  and  programmatic  data  for  ail  subcontracts  are  listed  on  pages  2 and  3 of  Section  3 
for  the  program  year  1 992  for  this  program  activity. 

On-the-Job  Training 

[Page  6]  one  of  the  common  PIC/JTPA  program  activities.  This  program  activity  is  any  training  conducted 
in  a work  environment  on  a “hire-first,  train  later”  basis,  designed  to  enable  individuals  to  learn  a bona  fide 
skill  and/or  quality  for  a particular  occupation  through  demonstration  and  practice.  OJT  may  involve 
individuals  at  the  entry  level  of  employment  or  be  used  to  upgrade  present  employees  into  occupations 
requiring  higher  skills.  Payment  to  employers  organized  for  profit  is  only  made  for  the  cost  of  training,  and 
supportive  services  which  are  over  and  above  those  normally  provided  by  the  employer.  Direct 
subsidization  of  wages  for  participants  is  not  an  allowable  expenditure.  “Low-support”  OJT  provides  only 
On-the-Job  Training.  “High-Support”  OJT  provides  On-the-Job  Training  plus  other  “Classroom  Training” 
such  as  job-related  education,  English-as-a-Second  Language,  and  supportive  services. 

Aggregated  financial  and  programmatic  data  for  all  subcontracts  are  listed  on  pages  3 and  4 of  Section  3 
for  the  program  year  1 992  for  this  program  activity. 

Potrero  Hill  Community  Development  Corporation  - a local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  1]  PHCDC  provides  basic  remedial  education  classroom  training  to  improve  the  basic  literacy 
skills  of  economically  disadvantaged  persons,  17  years  and  older,  who  are  high  school  dropouts  in  GED 
preparation.  In  addition,  also  provides  services  of  recruitment,  selection  and  referral  to  economically 
disadvantaged  individuals  to  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  classroom  training  for  clerical 
occupations. 

[Page  7]  PHCDC  provides  job  development  services,  low  support  on-the-job  training  in  various 
employment  occupations  to  economically  disadvantaged  who  are  55  years  or  older  with  limited  job  skills. 

Private  Industry  Council  of  San  Francisco.  Inc.  - A non-profit  organization. 

[Page  5]  Aggregated  financial  data  for  PIC  Administration  and  Training.  PIC  Administration  provides 
overall  administrative  services  to  the  program  systems  for  planning,  development,  monitoring, 
contracting,  purchasing,  accounting,  data  collection  and  reporting.  PIC  training  provides  overall 
information  referral,  career  counseling,  assessment,  testing,  job  development  and  some  job  placement 
for  applicant/walk-ins,  primarily  for  young  people  between  the  ages  of  16  and  24.  The  budget  was 
financed  under  all  JTPA  subgrants. 
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23.  PMC 


24.  POS 

Title  II A 8% 


25.  REP 

Title  II A 78% 


Title  IIA  3% 


26.SFCORPS 
Title  IIA  6% 


27.SFES 
Title  IIA  6% 


28.SFUSD/STEP 
Title  IIA  6% 


29.SFVS 
Title  IIA  78% 


30. SHE 
Title  IIA  3% 


31.STP 

Title  IIA  78% 


Title  IIA  6% 


32.TFS 

Title  IIA  8% 


EXPLANATION  OF  ACRONYMS 

Public  Media  Center  - A private  non-profit  public  relations  agency. 

[Page  5]  PMC  provides  employer  outreach  for  all  the  PIC  programs.  It  specializes  in  developing  and 
marketing  promotional  materials  for  other  non-profit  organizations. 

RTTI  - Parents  of  Success  - a local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  11]  POS  provides  basic  remedial  education  classroom  training  to  improve  the  literacy  skills  and 
GED  preparation  of  S.F.  GAIN  participants  who  are  between  16  and  17  years  of  age  and  with  educational 
abilities  between  the  3rd  to  9th  grade. 

Renaissance  Experience  Plus  - A private  non-profit  organization. 

[Page  1]  REP  provides  occupational  classroom  training  and  job  assistance  in  clerical  occupations  for 
individuals  55  years  or  older  and  who  are  economically  disadvantaged. 

[Page  7]  REP  provides  occupational  classroom  training  and  job  placement  assistance  in  clerical 
occupations  for  individuals  fifty-five  (55)  years  of  age  and  older  and  who  are  economically 
disadvantaged. 

San  Francisco  Conservation  Corps  - A local  community  based  organization. 

[Page  9]  SFCORPS  provides  basic  skills  training  to  improve  the  literacy  skills  of  “at  risk  Black  male 
youths”  who  are  18  to  21  years  old  and  with  basic  reading  skills  the  2nd  and  7th  grade  levels. 

San  Francisco  Educational  Services  - A local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  9]  SFES  provides  basic  skills  training  to  improve  the  literacy  skills  of  the  “at  risk  and  “high 
risk”youths  who  are  16  to  21  years  old  and  with  basic  reading  skills  between  the  3rd  and  7th  grade  levels. 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District /STEP  - A joint  program  between  the  PIC  and  the  SFUSD 
[Page  10]  SFUSD  and  PIC  provide  school  year  support  (SYS)  to  the  JTPA/STEP  participants.  The  SYS 
services  helps  the  participants  perform  better  academically  and  socially  during  the  school  year.  The  SYS 
are  usually  counseling  and  tutoring  services.  Additional  academic  enrichment  and  work  experience  is 
provided  for  the  youths  for  two  summers  through  the  Summer  Youth  Employment  & Training  Program. 

San  Francisco  Vocational  Services-  A local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  2]  SFVS  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational  classroom  training  in  clerical 
and  accounting  occupations  for  disabled  residents  of  San  Francisco  who  are  18  years  and  older.  In 
addition,  SFVS  provides  job  development  and  low  support  on-the-job  training  in  clerical  occupations  for 
disabled  residents  who  are  1 8 years  or  older  with  limited  job  skills. 

Self  Help  for  the  Elderly  - A local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  7]  SHE  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational  English-as-a-Second  Language 
classroom  training  for  economically  disadvantaged  persons  fifty-five  (55)  years  of  age  and  older  in 
domestic  service  occupations. 

Swords  to  Plowshares  - A local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  5]  STP  provides  recruitment,  job  development,  low  support  and  non-reimbursable  on-the-job 
training  for  economically  disadvantaged  and  unemployed  veterans  in  clerical,  housekeeping,  service, 
machine  trade,  bench  work  and  structural  work  occupations.  In  addition,  supportive  services  (e.g., 
emergency  housing,  food,  clothing,  mental  health,  job  readiness,  legal  and  counseling)  are  provided. 

[Page  9]  STP  provides  basic  skills  training  to  improve  the  basic  literacy  of  veterans  and  prepare  them 
for  employment  in  administrative,  production/store  clerks  and  food  services  and  clerical  occupations, 
veterans  who  are  22  years  or  older  with  reading  skills  between  3rd  and  7th  grade  level. 

The  Family  School  - A local  community-based  organization. 

[Page  11]  TFS  provides  basic  skills  classroom  training  to  improve  the  literacy  skills  of  S.F.  GAIN 
participants  who  are  1 8 years  and  older  and  with  educational  abilities  between  the  3rd  and  9th  grade. 
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33.  SUBGRANT 
TOTAL 


Title  II A 78% 


Title  IIA3% 


Title  II A 6% 


Title  II A 8% 
SECG/GAIN 


Title  IIA  8% 
Assess. Ctr. 


Title  III  EDWAA 
60%  FA 


Title  III  EDWAA 
40%  Projects 
(Retail  Trade 
Workers) 


Title  III  EDWAA 
DCA-Presidio 


EXPLANATION  OF  ACRONYMS 

In  Section  3 immediately  following  the  columns  of  statistical  data  for  all  PIC  subcontractors  and  for  the 
portion  of  the  PIC  budget  financed  under  each  separate  JTPA  subgrant,  is  a summary  of  all  statistical 
data  for  that  individual  JTPA  subgrant.  The  individual  JTPA  subgrants  are: 

[Page  6]  This  is  the  basic,  year-round,  adult  and  youth  program,  JTPA  subgrant  the  allocation  for  which 
the  Governor  is  required  by  law  to  allocate  to  each  SDA  by  “statutory  formula”.  Period  of  subgrant: 
07/01/92  - 06/30/93.  State  subgrantor  agency:  EDD/JTPD. 

[Page  8]  This  is  a subgrant  from  one  of  the  “Governor’s  discretionary  22%  JTPA  grants”  for  which  the 
Governor  is  statutorily  required  to  develop  and  operate  programs  serving  older  individuals  (01 P),  who  are 
eligible  persons  aged  fifty-five  (55)  years  or  older.  In  PY'92,  the  Governor  elected  to  allocate  monies  for 
these  subgrants  by  a special  formula.  Period  of  subgrant:  07/01/92  - 06/30/93.  State  subgrantor  agency: 
EDD/JTPD. 

[Page  10]  This  is  a subgrant  from  one  of  the  “Governor’s  discretionary  22%  JTPA  grants”  for  which  the 
Governor  is  statutorily  required  to  provide  incentives  or  technical  assistance  to,  respectively,  SDAs 
which  did  or  did  not  meet  their  JTPA  performance  standards  in  the  previous  program  year.  Period  of 
subgrant:  07/01/92  - 06/30/93.  State  subgrantor  agency:  EDD/JTPD. 

[Page  1 1]  This  is  a subgrant  from  one  of  the  “Governor’s  discretionary  22%  JTPA  grants”  for  which  the 
Governor  is  statutorily  required  to  develop  and  operate  programs  linking  JTPA  and  public  education 
programs.  In  PY'92  the  Governor  and  the  State  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  elected  to  allocate 
monies  for  these  subgrants  by  the  basic  “statutory  formula”.  Period  of  subgrant:  07/01/92  - 06/30/93. 
State  subgrantor  agency:  Division  of  Employment  Preparation,  State  Department  of  Education 
(DEP/SDE). 

[Page  12]  These  are  the  State  Education  Coordination  Grants  8%-30%  RFP  funds. 

The  San  Francisco  Assessment  Center  is  a cooperative  effort  of  six  co-sponsoring  agencies  which 
represents  a dynamic  partnership  formed  to  enhance  efficiency  and  maximize  benefits  of  services: 
Private  Industry  Council  of  San  Francisco  (PIC/SF),  City  College  of  San  Francisco/San  Francisco 
Community  College  District  (CCSF/SFCCD),  Department  of  Rehabilitation,  Department  of  Social  Services, 
Employment  Development  Department,  and  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD). 

The  monies  are  from  the  Chancellor’s  Office  of  the  California  Community  Colleges  to  San  Francisco 
Assessment  Center  to  provide  comprehensive  assessment  services.  Period  of  Subgrant:  07/01/92  - 
06/30/93.  State  subgrantor  agency:  Employment  Training/JTPA  Unit/COCCC. 

[Page  18]  These  are  the  “Economic  Dislocation  and  Worker’s  Adjustment  Assistance“  programs 
(includes  the  50%  formula  allocation  and  the  10%  funds  for  the  worker  displaced)  for  non-economically 
disadvantaged  individuals  who  are  long-term  unemployed  or  unemployed  as  a result  of  plant  closures  or 
mass  layoffs.  The  PIC  provides  assessment,  classroom  training,  and  individualized  referral  to  training. 
Period  of  subgrant:  07/01/92-06/30/93.  State  subgrantor  agency:  EDD/JTPD. 

[Page  20]  These  are  the  “Economic  Dislocation  and  Worker’s  Adjustment  Assistance"  40% 
funds  for  special  projects  for  individuals  who  were  displaced  from  employment  due  to  plant 
closures  or  mass  layoffs.  The  PIC  provides  rapid  response,  assessment  and  individual  referral 
to  training.  Period  of  subgrant:  08/01/92  - 08/31/93.  State  subgrantor  agency:  EDD/JTPD. 

The  special  projects  were  for  the  workers  displaced  by  the  “F.W.  Woolworth"  retail  department  store 
closure. 

[Page  14]  These  are  the  “Defense  Conversion  Adjustment"  funds  to  provide  services  for  the 
civilian  workers  dislocated  as  a result  of  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco  military  base  closure.  The  PIC 
provides  rapid  response,  assessment  and  individual  referral  to  training.  Period  of  subgrant:  07/01/92  - 
06/30/94.  State  subgrantor  agency:  EDD/JTPD. 
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EXPLANATION  OF  ACRONYMS 

34.  VYDC 

Vietnamese  Youth  Develooment  Center  - A local  communitv-based  oraanization  soonsored  bv  the  Glide 
Foundation. 

Title  ilA  78% 

[Page  3 and  5]  VYDC  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational  English-as-a-Second 
Language  classroom  training,  on-the-job  training  for  limited  English-speaking  and  economically 
disadvantaged  “at  risk”  and  "high  risk”  youths  between  the  ages  of  17  and  21  in  clerical  occupations. 

35.YCD 

Title  IlA  78% 

Youna  Communitv  Develooers.  Inc.  - A local  communitv-based  oraanization. 

[Page  2]  YCD  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational  classroom  training  for 
economically  disadvantaged  persons  with  educational  levels  between  the  6th  and  9th  grade  in  clerical 
occupations.  The  training  also  includes  330  hours  of  entry  level  minor  home  repair  internships  sponsored 
by  PG&E  and  the  Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation,  Public  Utilities  Commission,  and  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco. 

36.  YGCIC 
Title  IlA  78% 

Youth  Guidance  Center  Improvement  Committee  - A private  non-profit  oraanization. 

[Page  2]  YGCIC  provides  recruitment,  occupational  classroom  training  for  economically  disadvantaged 
youth  residents  of  Log  Cabin  Ranch  or  youths  on  Juvenile  Court  probation  who  are  between  16  and  21 
years  of  age,  primarily  in  computer  and  career  exploration  occupations. 

OTHER  NECESSARY  DEFINITIONS 

Type  of  Subcontract:  FLIP  - Fixed  Unit  Price  Subcontract 

CRS  - Cost  Reimbursement  Subcontract 


Type  of  Activity: 

HRY  - High  Risk  Youth  (Section  3) 

SYS  - School  Year  Support  for  STEP  participants  only 

IR  - Individual  Referral  Subcontract 

Please  see  items  #18,  #19,  and  #20  for  more  information. 
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AJ 

AND 

BAUL 

CAA 

CACS 

CCSF 

CCSF/JAC 

CES 

CROC 

CYC 

ESCMT 

FIL-AM 

JVS 

KCI 

MLVS 

NCSL 

PHCDC 

PIC 

PMC 

POS 

REP 

SFCORPS 

SFUSD/STEP 

SFES 

SFVS 

SHE 

STP 

TFS 

VYDC 

YCD 

YGCIC 


SOURCES  OF  NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES  FOR  PY'92 

Contributions  from  United  Way. 

Did  not  submit  a summary  financial  report. 

No  expenditures  reported  from  sources  other  than  payments  from  JTPA  monies. 

Did  not  submit  a summary  financial  report. 

Contributions  from  the  State  Employment  Training  Panel,  Mayor's  Office  of  Community 
Development,  general  funds,  and  in-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

Did  not  submit  a summary  financial  report. 

Contributions  from  other  sources  and  in-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 
Contributions  from  CES  general  funds. 

Contributions  from  CRDC  general  funds. 

Contributions  from  Mayor's  Criminal  Justice  Commission,  Mayor's  Office  of  Community 
Development,  and  United  Way  of  the  Bay  Area. 

Contributions  from  State  Employment  Training  Panel. 

Did  not  submit  a summary  financial  report. 

Contributions  from  the  Refugee  Program. 

In-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

Contributions  from  Community  Development  Block  Grant,  in-kind  Instructional  services 
from  CCSF  and  from  MLVS  general  funds. 

Contributions  from  NCSL  general  funds. 

In-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

Contributions  from  private  corporations,  foundations,  and  from  PIC  general  funds. 

Did  not  submit  a summary  financial  report. 

Did  not  submit  a summary  financial  report. 

In-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

Contributions  from  private  foundations  and  corporations. 

Contributions  from  PIC  Donated  Funds. 

Contributions  from  SFES  general  funds. 

Contributions  from  PWl,  Rehabilitation  Services  of  Northern  California,  in-kind 
instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

In-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

No  expenditures  reported  from  sources  other  than  payments  of  JTPA  monies. 

Did  not  submit  a summary  financial  report. 

Contributions  from  Glide/VYDC  general  funds. 

Did  not  submit  a summary  financial  report. 

Contributions  from  private  foundations.  Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development,  and 
S.F.  Juvenile  Probation  Court. 
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IMOUSrRT  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO.  INC. 

PLANNED  PARTICIPANT  CHARACTERISTICS  BT  SUBCONTRACTOR 
TITLE:  IIA  • 6X  INCENTIVE 

07/01/92  THRU  Oa/31/93 


REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 
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IT  SUtCONTRACTM 


; 07/01/92  THRU  08/31/95 


TITLE:  m • RETAIL  TRADE  WORKERS 

REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 


LEVL  HALE  HALE  -15 
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REPORT:  RPIC80 

PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

PROGRAM  YEAR  1992  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 

TITLE : 

IIA  - 78% 

REP( 

)RT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 

PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

PHCDC 

AND 

CACS 

CCSF/JAC 

PHCDC 

REP 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

BRE 

OCT 

OCT 

OCT 

OCT 

OCT 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

10  Months 

14  Months 

10  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

76,740 

113,940 

72,345 

64,335 

31,727 

30,624 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

92,738 

106,682 

74,914 

75,549 

27,658 

28,003 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

59,175 

101,752 

71,083 

52,294 

27,658 

26,784 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

64% 

95% 

95% 

69% 

100% 

96% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

33,563 

4,930 

3,831 

23,255 

0 

1,219 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

36% 

5% 

5% 

31% 

0% 

4% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

25,220 

NA 

242,312 

50,364 

105,630 

4,513 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

22/27 

41/40 

28/25 

31/25 

12/10 

15/15 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

81% 

103% 

112% 

124% 

120% 

100% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

68% 

56% 

11% 

10% 

50% 

0% 

TOTAL  PLACEO/PLAN 

3/4 

23/23 

22/23 

15/20 

3/8 

6/12 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

75% 

100% 

96% 

75% 

38% 

50% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

11 

7 

3 

6 

4 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

8 

11 

3 

10 

5 

9 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

22 

41 

28 

31 

12 

15 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

14% 

56% 

79% 

48% 

25% 

40% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

64% 

73% 

89% 

68% 

58% 

40% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

5.79 

7.03 

7.37 

9.08 

7.50 

6.83 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

36.7 

38.9 

39.3 

29.8 

33.3 

31.0 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

1/3 

13/18 

10/12 

3/5 

1/5 

1/4 

RETENTION  RATE 

33% 

72% 

83% 

60% 

20% 

25% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

4,215 

2,602 

2,676 

2,437 

2,305 

1,867 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

4,334 

2,578 

2,561 

4,115 

1,898 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

3,960 

2,633 

2,689 

2,257 

2,712 

1,867 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

30,913 

4,638 

3,405 

5,037 

9,219 

4,667 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

32,508 

8,470 

2,561 

4,115 

5,695 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

27,723 

2,962 

3,538 

5,267 

16,269 

4,667 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

77% 

89% 

98% 

81% 

87% 

87% 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

0.357 

3.066 

4.423 

2.794 

1.409 

2.359 
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REPORT:  RPIC80  PRIVATE 

PROGRAM  YE 

REPC 

NDUSTRY  COUNCI 

AR  1992  E 
TITLE: 
)RT  PERIOD:  07/i 

L OF  SAN  FRANC I! 

lENEFIT/CO 
IIA  - 78% 

01/92  THRU  08/3' 

SCO,  INC. 

1ST  REPORT 

1/93  PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

SFVS 

YCD 

YGCIC 

CES 

CROC 

FIL/AM 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

OCT 

OCT 

OCT 

OESL 

OESL 

OESL 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

3 Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

10  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

101,520 

29,800 

142,076 

69,628 

204,537 

50,274 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

99,437 

8,516 

112,035 

71,831 

215,214 

55,345 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

495 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

6% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

87,833 

8,021 

111,978 

66,411 

199,005 

44,313 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

88% 

94% 

100% 

92% 

92% 

80% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

11,604 

0 

57 

5,420 

16,209 

11,032 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

12% 

0% 

0% 

8% 

8% 

20% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

70,495 

NA 

116,268 

1,204 

8,025 

NA 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

29/30 

5/10 

37/42 

31/30 

79/68 

44/44 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

97% 

50% 

88% 

103% 

116% 

100% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

3% 

100% 

100% 

97% 

30% 

32% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

15/21 

0/0 

20/34 

17/22 

64/61 

28/38 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

71% 

NA 

59% 

77% 

105% 

74% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

7 

0 

0 

12 

9 

1 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

7 

2 

17 

2 

6 

15 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

29 

2 

37 

31 

79 

44 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

52% 

0% 

54% 

55% 

81% 

64% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

76% 

0% 

54% 

94% 

92% 

66% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

9.09 

NA 

5.61 

5.88 

7.13 

6.00 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

38.2 

NA 

29.1 

29.5 

34.0 

32.3 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

10/12 

0/0 

8/11 

8/8 

37/46 

24/25 

RETENTION  RATE 

83% 

NA 

73% 

100% 

80% 

96% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

3,429 

1,703 

3,028 

2,317 

2,724 

1,258 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

1,415 

1,703 

3,028 

2,353 

2,851 

1,118 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

3,501 

NA 

NA 

1,227 

2,669 

1,323 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

6,629 

NA 

5,602 

4,225 

3,363 

1,977 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

5,602 

4,153 

3,422 

2,609 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

6,535 

NA 

NA 

NA 

3,336 

1,804 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

87% 

29% 

79% 

95% 

97% 

88% 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

2.724 

NA 

1.515 

2.135 

3.749 

5.098 
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REPORT:  RPIC80 

PRIVATE 

NDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

PROGRAM  YEAR  1992  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 

TITLE; 

IIA  - 78% 

REP( 

)RT  PERIOD:  07/1 

01/92  THRU  08/3’ 

1/93 

PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

KCI 

KCI/OW 

MLVS 

VYDC 

AJ 

BAUL 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

OESL 

OESL 

OESL 

OESL 

OJT 

OJT 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

93,061 

64,545 

313,743 

39,100 

167,928 

123,516 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

102,601 

57,988 

407,080 

32,503 

273,278 

183,139 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

88,310 

56,454 

299,993 

31,556 

271,775 

183,077 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

86% 

97% 

74% 

97% 

99% 

100% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

14,291 

1,534 

107,087 

947 

1,503 

62 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

14% 

3% 

26% 

3% 

1% 

0% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

53,331 

36,847 

101,979 

22,002 

1,509 

0 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

34/31 

23/21 

136/113 

17/20 

55/55 

43/44 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

110% 

110% 

120% 

85% 

100% 

98% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

18% 

0% 

38% 

100% 

20% 

16% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

21/23 

18/20 

79/85 

4/8 

51/48 

36/31 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

91% 

90% 

93% 

50% 

106% 

116% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

12 

3 

34 

9 

0 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

1 

2 

23 

2 

4 

7 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

34 

23 

136 

15 

55 

43 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

62% 

78% 

58% 

27% 

93% 

84% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

97% 

91% 

83% 

87% 

93% 

84% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

8.14 

5.71 

7.42 

5.38 

11.96 

8.88 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

31.5 

27.9 

35.4 

40.0 

38.7 

40.0 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

15/16 

11/12 

49/57 

3/5 

24/27 

26/29 

RETENTION  RATE 

94% 

92% 

86% 

60% 

89% 

90% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

3,018 

2,521 

2,993 

1,912 

4,969 

4,259 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

3,123 

NA 

2,946 

1,912 

3,944 

4,275 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

2,995 

2,521 

3,022 

NA 

5,225 

4,256 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

4,886 

3,222 

5,153 

8,126 

5,358 

5,087 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

4,256 

8,126 

4,821 

4,275 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

3,993 

3,222 

5,904 

NA 

5,474 

5,283 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

95% 

87% 

96% 

81% 

100% 

96% 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

2.729 

2.571 

2.651 

1.377 

4.492 

3.631 
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REPORT:  RPIC80  PRIVATE 

PREPARED: 

PROGRAM  YE 

REP 

INDUSTRY  COUNCI 

AR  1992  E 
TITLE; 

3RT  PERIOD:  07/ 

L OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

JENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
IIA  - 78% 

01/92  THRU  08/31/93  PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

CAA 

CYC 

ESCMT 

JVS 

NCSL 

SFVS 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

OJT 

OJT 

OJT 

OJT 

OJT 

OJT 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

10  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

31,500 

91,864 

79,980 

41,874 

37,167 

31,755 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

22,544 

107,750 

86,128 

98,634 

21,529 

42,627 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

22,417 

107,750 

72,894 

98,602 

21,529 

42,627 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

99% 

100% 

85% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

127 

0 

13,234 

32 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

1% 

0% 

15% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

NA 

57,771 

31,109 

24,850 

17,100 

18,721 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

5/10 

39/42 

28/28 

23/22 

11/20 

13/12 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

50% 

93% 

100% 

105% 

55% 

108% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

20% 

95% 

7% 

9% 

9% 

8% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

4/10 

29/37 

8/22 

19/21 

6/15 

10/10 

[ACTUAL /PLAN  %] 

40% 

78% 

36% 

90% 

40% 

100% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

1 

10 

12 

3 

5 

3 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

5 

39 

28 

22 

11 

13 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

80% 

74% 

29% 

86% 

55% 

77% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

80% 

74% 

57% 

86% 

55% 

77% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

8.94 

5.78 

8.29 

10.77 

6.28 

7.93 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

40.0 

35.2 

40.0 

37.5 

40.0 

36.3 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

3/3 

21/24 

5/8 

16/17 

3/4 

7/7 

RETENTION  RATE 

100% 

88% 

63% 

94% 

75% 

100% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

4,509 

2,763 

3,076 

4,288 

1,957 

3,279 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

4,489 

2,806 

1,956 

2,773 

2,713 

3,819 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

4,514 

1,971 

3,162 

4,433 

1,882 

3,234 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

5,636 

3,716 

10,766 

5,191 

3,588 

4,263 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

4,489 

3,580 

NA 

2,773 

2,713 

3,819 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

6,018 

NA 

10,277 

5,476 

3,763 

4,312 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

46% 

78% 

74% 

91% 

46% 

92% 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

3.299 

2.847 

1.602 

4.046 

3.640 

3.512 
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REPORT:  RPIC80  PRIVATE 

PREPARED: 

PROGRAM  YE 

REPC 

NDUSTRY  COUNCI  1 

AR  1992  E 
TITLE: 

RT  PERIOD:  07/1 

L OF  SAN  FRANCIS 

lENEFIT/CO 
IIA  - 78% 

31/92  THRU  08/31 

ICO,  INC. 

ST  REPORT 

1/93  PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

STP 

VYDC 

PIC 

PMC 

CCSF 

PIC 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

OJT 

OJT 

PART  SUP 

EMP  OUTRCH 

CHILDCARE 

ADMIN/TRNG 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

150,965 

3,260 

56,000 

42,824 

363,778 

961,783 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

171,449 

920 

55,244 

26,825 

68,681 

622,775 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,711 

539,467 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

14% 

87% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

170,167 

920 

0 

26,825 

0 

83,308 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

99% 

100% 

0% 

100% 

0% 

13% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

1,282 

0 

55,244 

0 

58,970 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

1% 

0% 

100% 

0% 

86% 

0% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

0 

0 

0 

NA 

NA 

45,825 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

51/50 

2/6 

67/67 

NA 

NA 

NA 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

102% 

33% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

4% 

100% 

79% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

44/42 

2/4 

4/3 

NA 

NA 

NA 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

105% 

50% 

133% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

14 

NA 

NA 

NA 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

7 

0 

48 

NA 

NA 

NA 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

51 

2 

66 

NA 

NA 

NA 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

86% 

100% 

6% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

86% 

100% 

27% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

7.77 

6.00 

6.31 

NA 

NA 

NA 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

38.5 

40.0 

32.5 

NA 

NA 

NA 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

24/30 

0/0 

2/2 

NA 

NA 

NA 

RETENTION  RATE 

80% 

NA 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

3,362 

460 

825 

NA 

NA 

NA 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

4,229 

460 

1,014 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

3,326 

NA 

109 

NA 

NA 

NA 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

3,897 

460 

13,811 

NA 

NA 

NA 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

4,229 

460 

53,718 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

3,881 

NA 

509 

NA 

NA 

NA 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

97% 

28% 

0% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

3.992 

27.130 

0.772 

NA 

NA 

NA 
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REPORT:  RPIC80 
PREPARED: 

F 

PRIVATE 

ROGRAM  YE 

REP 

INDUSTRY  COUNCI 

AR  1992  E 
TITLE : 

DRT  PERIOD:  07/ 

L OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

JENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
IIA  - 78% 

01/92  THRU  08/31/93  PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

SUBGRANT 

BRE 

OCT 

OESL 

OJT 

OPS 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

TITLE  IIA 

BASIC  REMED. 

OCC.CLASSRM. 

OCCUPAT.  ESL 

ON-THE-JOB 

OTHER  PART. 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

BASIC  78% 

EDUCATION 

TRAINING 

CLSRM  TRNG 

TRAINING 

SERVICES 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

3,682,189 

76,740 

586,367 

834,888 

759,809 

56,000 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

3,349,617 

92,738 

532,794 

942,562 

1,007,998 

55,244 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

549,673 

0 

495 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

16% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

2,434,511 

59,175 

487,403 

786,042 

991,758 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

73% 

64% 

92% 

83% 

98% 

0% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

365,433 

33,563 

44,896 

156,520 

16,240 

55,244 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

11% 

36% 

8% 

17% 

2% 

100% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

1,035,075 

25,220 

589,582 

223,388 

151,060 

0 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

917/907 

22/27 

198/197 

364/327 

270/289 

67/67 

[ACTUAL /PLAN  %] 

101% 

81% 

101% 

111% 

93% 

100% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

39% 

68% 

39% 

39% 

24% 

79% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

551/645 

3/4 

104/141 

231/257 

209/240 

4/3 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

85% 

75% 

74% 

90% 

87% 

133% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

140 

11 

27 

80 

8 

14 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

223 

8 

64 

51 

52 

48 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

914 

22 

195 

362 

269 

66 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

60% 

14% 

53% 

64% 

78% 

6% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

76% 

64% 

67X 

86% 

81% 

27% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

7.79 

5.79 

7.42 

6.95 

8.97 

6.31 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

35.6 

36.7 

35.1 

33.3 

38.3 

32.5 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

325/390 

1/3 

46/67 

147/169 

129/149 

2/2 

RETENTION  RATE 

83% 

33% 

69% 

87% 

8A 

100% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

3,653 

4,215 

2,691 

2,589 

3,733 

825 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

3,310 

4,334 

2,727 

2,512 

3,136 

1,014 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

3,870 

3,960 

2,668 

2,640 

3,927 

109 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

6,079 

30,913 

5,123 

4,080 

4,823 

13,811 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

6,714  1 

32,508 

6,076 

4,327 

3,833 

53,718 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

5,784  1 

27,723 

4,639 

3,942 

5,168 

509 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

NA 

77% 

83% 

94% 

8A 

0% 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

2.372 

0.357 

Z.fAU 

2.949 

3.704 

0.772 
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REPORT:  RPIC80  PRIVATE 

PREPARED: 

PROGRAM  YE 

REPC 

NDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

AR  1992  BENEFIT/COST  REPORl 
TITLE:  IIA  - 3% 

)RT  PERIOD:  07/01/92.  THRU  08/31/93 

PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

CCSF/JAC 

REP 

KCI 

SHE 

JVS 

PHCDC 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

OCT 

OCT 

OESL 

OESL 

OJT 

OJT 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

10  Months 

6 Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

43,500 

17,863 

12,936 

124,242 

20,000 

15,248 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

30,342 

16,605 

11,964 

131,785 

18,166 

15,514 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

28,826 

15,564 

11,964 

123,385 

18,166 

15,514 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

95% 

94% 

100% 

94% 

100% 

100% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

1,516 

1,041 

0 

8,400 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

5% 

6% 

0% 

6% 

0% 

0% 

NON- JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

0 

4,513 

6,788 

12,385 

10,295 

0 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

16/25 

9/9 

5/5 

58/58 

7/10 

4/6 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

64% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

70% 

67% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

3/15 

4/7 

3/4 

57/54 

5/8 

3/4 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

20% 

57% 

75% 

106% 

63% 

75% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

11 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

2 

5 

2 

0 

2 

0 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

16 

9 

5 

58 

7 

4 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

19% 

44% 

60% 

98% 

71% 

75% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

88% 

44% 

60% 

100% 

71% 

100% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

7.67 

6.73 

5.75 

6.27 

6.60 

7.25 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

36.7 

37.5 

30.0 

22.1 

35.0 

30.0 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

2/4 

1/1 

2/2 

45/47 

2/3 

2/3 

RETENTION  RATE 

50% 

100% 

100% 

96% 

67% 

67% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

1,896 

1,845 

2,393 

2,272 

2,595 

3,879 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

1,896 

1,729 

2,393 

2,127 

2,595 

3,879 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

10,114 

4,151 

3,988 

2,312 

3,633 

5,171 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

10,114 

3,891 

3,988 

2,165 

3,633 

5,171 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

66% 

87% 

92% 

99% 

59% 

82% 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

1.447 

3.161 

2.249 

3.117 

3.306 

2.187 
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REPORT:  RPIC80  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

PREPARED: 

PROGRAM  YEAR  1992  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
TITLE:  IIA  - 3% 

REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93  PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

PMC 

PIC 

SUBGRANT  I 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

CRS 

CRS 

IIA 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

EMP  OUTRCH 

ADMIN/TRNG 

01 P 3% 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

3,000 

104,678 

341,467 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

2,606 

58,577 

285,559 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

52,109 

52,109 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

89% 

18% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

2,606 

6,322 

222,347 

[PERCENT  <%)  OF  TOTAL] 

100% 

11% 

78% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

0 

146 

11,103 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

4% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

0 

0 

33,981 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

NA 

NA 

99/113 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

NA 

NA 

88% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

NA 

NA 

0% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

NA 

NA 

75/92 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

NA 

NA 

82% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

NA 

NA 

13 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

NA 

NA 

11 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

NA 

NA 

99 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

NA 

NA 

76% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

NA 

NA 

89% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

NA 

6.39 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

NA 

25.0 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

NA 

NA 

54/60 

RETENTION  RATE 

NA 

NA 

90% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

NA 

NA 

2,884 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

2,884 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

NA 

NA 

3,807 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

3,807 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

NA 

NA 

NA 

H'.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

NA 

NA  1 

1 2.182 
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REPORT:  RPIC80  PRIVATE 

PREPARED: 

PROGRAM  YE 
TIT 

REP( 

NDUSTRY  COUNCI 

AR  1992  E 
LE;  IIA  - 
)RT  PERIOD:  07/1 

L OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

lENEFIT/COST  REPORl 
6%  INCENTIVE 
01/92  THRU  08/31/93 

PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

AJ 

SFCORPS 

SFES 

STP 

PMC 

PIC 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

CRS 

CRS 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

BRE 

BRE 

BRE 

BRE 

EMP  OUTRCH 

ADMIN/TRNG 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

85,286 

36,443 

51,927 

35,000 

3,114 

104,940 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

72,126 

17,489 

27,594 

29,991 

3,114 

62,712 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,740 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

17% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

72,126 

17,489 

27,594 

29,991 

3,114 

51,972 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

83% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

9,466 

42,107 

3,360 

0 

0 

0 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

30/30 

13/13 

12/11 

13/13 

NA 

NA 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

100% 

100% 

109% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

100% 

100% 

100% 

0% 

NA 

NA 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

2/7 

NA 

NA 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

NA 

NA 

NA 

29% 

NA 

NA 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

5 

1 

0 

8 

NA 

NA 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

25 

12 

11 

3 

NA 

NA 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

30 

13 

11 

13 

NA 

NA 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

0% 

0% 

0% 

15% 

NA 

NA 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

17% 

8% 

0% 

77% 

NA 

NA 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

NA 

NA 

6.25 

NA 

NA 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

NA 

NA 

25.0 

NA 

NA 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

0/2 

0/0 

0/0 

1/2 

NA 

NA 

RETENTION  RATE 

% 

NA 

NA 

50% 

NA 

NA 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

2,404 

1,345 

2,300 

2,307 

NA 

NA 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

2,404 

1,345 

2,300 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2,307 

NA 

NA 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

NA 

NA 

NA 

14,996 

NA 

NA 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

14,996 

NA 

NA 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

85% 

48% 

53% 

86% 

NA 

NA 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0.542 

NA 

NA 
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REPORT:  RPIC80 
PREPARED: 

£ 

PRIVATE 

>ROGRAM  YE 
TIT 

REP 

INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

AR  1992  B 
LE:  IIA  - 

DRT  PERIOD:  07/C 

. OF  SAN  FRANC I 

ENEFIT/CC 
6%  INCElf 
11/92  THRU  08/3 

SCO,  INC. 

>ST  REPORT 
TIVE 

1/93  PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

SUBGRANT 

SFUSD/STEP 

SUBGRANT 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

TITLE  IIA 

CRS 

TITLE  IIA 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

JSB  6% 

SYS 

JSB  6% 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

13  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

316,710 

50,052 

366,762 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

213,026 

50,050 

263,076 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

10,740 

0 

10,740 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

5% 

0% 

4% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

202,286 

50,050 

252,336 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

95% 

100% 

96% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

54,933 

0 

54,933 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

68/67 

54/54 

121/121 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

101% 

100% 

104% 

[ACT, YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

79% 

100% 

89% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

2/7 

0/0 

2/7 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

29% 

NA 

29% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

14 

0 

14 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

51 

54 

105 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

67 

54 

121 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

3% 

0% 

2% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

24% 

0% 

13% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

6.25 

NA 

6.25 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

25.0 

NA 

25.0 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

1/4 

0/0 

1/4 

RETENTION  RATE 

25% 

NA 

25% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

3,133 

927 

2,156 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

0 

890 

0 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

0 

NA 

0 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

106,513 

NA 

131,538 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

0 

NA 

0 

G,  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

NA 

35% 

NA 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

0.076 

NA 

0.062 
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REPORT:  RPIC80 

PRIVATE 

NDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

PREPARED: 

PROGRAM  YEAR  1992  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 

TITLE:  8%  CAL  DEPT  EDUC 

REPC 

)RT  PERIOD:  07/1 

01/92  THRU  08/3' 

1/93 

PI( 

: FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

AJ 

POS 

TFS 

PMC 

PIC 

SUBGRANT 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

CRS 

CRS 

TITLE  IIA 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

BRE/IR 

BRE 

BRE/IR 

EMP  OUTRCH 

ADMIN/TRNG 

8%  GAIN 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

61,254 

30,107 

135,000 

2,300 

83,019 

311,680 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

60,572 

29,685 

132,710 

2,266 

73,037 

298,270 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

2,249 

10,125 

0 

38,300 

50,674 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

8% 

8% 

0% 

52% 

17% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

60,572 

27,436 

122,585 

2,266 

34,737 

247,596 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

100% 

92% 

92% 

100% 

48% 

83% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

11,707 

NA 

NA 

0 

0 

11,707 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

9/22 

9/9 

29/27 

NA 

NA 

47/58 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

41% 

100% 

107% 

NA 

NA 

81% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

89% 

100% 

59% 

NA 

NA 

72% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

0/0 

0/0 

2/3 

NA 

NA 

2/3 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

NA 

NA 

67% 

NA 

NA 

67% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

2 

0 

5 

NA 

NA 

7 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

3 

9 

18 

NA 

NA 

30 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

5 

9 

25 

NA 

NA 

39 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

0% 

0% 

8% 

NA 

NA 

5% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

40% 

0% 

28% 

NA 

NA 

23% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

NA 

8.71 

NA 

NA 

8.71 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

NA 

30.0 

NA 

NA 

30.0 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

0/0 

0/0 

2/2 

NA 

NA 

2/2 

RETENTION  RATE 

NA 

NA 

100% 

NA 

NA 

100% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

6,730 

3,298 

4,576 

NA 

NA 

6,346 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

7,223 

3,298 

4,576 

NA 

NA 

6,626 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

6,790 

NA 

4,576 

NA 

NA 

5,614 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

NA 

NA 

66,355 

NA 

NA 

149,135 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

225,282 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

27,458 

NA 

NA 

72,988 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

99% 

99% 

98% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

NA 

NA 

0.205 

NA 

NA 

0.091 
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REPORT:  RP1C80 

PRIVATE 

NDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

PREPARED: 

PROGRAM  YEAR  1992  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 

TITLE: 

IIA  8%  ASSESSMENT 

CENTER 

REP 

3RT  PERIOD:  07/ 

01/92  THRU  08/3' 

1/93 

PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

CCSF/AC 

SFUSD 

PMC 

PIC 

SUBGRANT 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

TITLE  IIA 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

ASSESSMENT 

ASSESSMENT 

EMP  OUTRCH 

ADMIN/TRNG 

ASSMT  CTR 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

381,926 

0 

1,910 

66,164 

450,000 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

204,349 

0 

1,910 

61,103 

267,362 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

14,436 

0 

0 

38,551 

52,987 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

7% 

0% 

0% 

63% 

20% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

189,913 

0 

1,910 

22,552 

214,375 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

93% 

0% 

100% 

37% 

80% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

NA 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

82/82 

3254/3254 

NA 

NA 

3336/3336 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

100% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

100% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

4% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

98% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

0/0 

24/24 

NA 

NA 

24/24 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

NA 

100% 

NA 

NA 

100% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

NA 

NA 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

1 

3230 

NA 

NA 

3231 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

1 

3254 

NA 

NA 

3255 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

0% 

1% 

NA 

NA 

1% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

0% 

1% 

NA 

NA 

1% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

5.38 

NA 

NA 

5.38 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

16.7 

NA 

NA 

16.7 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

0/0 

0/0 

NA 

NA 

0/0 

RETENTION  RATE 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

2,492 

0 

NA 

NA 

80 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

11,900 

0 

NA 

NA 

30 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

2,135 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2,154 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

NA 

0 

NA 

NA 

11,140 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

0 

NA 

NA 

4,051 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

54% 

0% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0.419 
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REPORT:  RPIC80  PRIVATE 

PREPARED: 

PROGRAM  YE 
TIT] 

REPC 

NDUSTRY  COUNCI 

AR  1992  E 
LE:  IIIB  : 

RT  PERIOD:  07/1 

L OF  SAN  FRANCIS 

lENEFIT/CO 
DCA  (pres: 

01/92  THRU  08/3' 

SCO,  INC. 

ST  REPORl 
IDIO) 

1/93 

PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

BRYMAN 

CET 

NTI 

PLATT 

PMC 

CCSF 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

CRS 

CRS 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

OCT 

IR 

IR 

IR 

EMP  OUTRCH 

CHILDCARE 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

6 Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

36,680 

4,500 

19,910 

4,800 

1,249 

473 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

18,846 

199 

13,722 

3,375 

1,249 

473 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

73 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

15% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

14,672 

0 

13,023 

2,880 

1,249 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

78% 

0% 

95% 

85% 

100% 

0% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

4,174 

199 

699 

495 

0 

400 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

22% 

100% 

5% 

15% 

0% 

85% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

8/8 

1/1 

4/4 

1/1 

NA 

NA 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

NA 

NA 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

0/0 

0/0 

1/2 

0/0 

NA 

NA 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

NA 

NA 

50% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NA 

NA 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NA 

NA 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

1 

0 

NA 

NA 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

NA 

NA 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

NA 

NA 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

NA 

7.50 

NA 

NA 

NA 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

NA 

40.0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

NA 

NA 

RETENTION  RATE 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

2,356 

199 

3,431 

3,375 

NA 

NA 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NA 

NA 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

NA 

NA 

13,722 

NA 

NA 

NA 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

40% 

0% 

65% 

60% 

NA 

NA 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

NA 

NA 

1.137 

NA 

NA 

NA 
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REPORT:  RPIC80  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

PREPARED: 

PROGRAM  YEAR  1992  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
TITLE:  IIIB  DCA  (PRESIDIO) 

REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93  PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

PIC 

SUBGRANT 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

CRS 

TITLE  III 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

ADMIN/TRNG 

PRESIDIO 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

432,388 

500,000 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

10,099 

47,963 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

4,985 

5,058 

[PERCENT  (7.)  OF  TOTAL] 

49% 

11% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

5,114 

36,938 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

51% 

77% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

0 

5,967 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

12% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

0 

0 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

NA 

14/14 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

NA 

100% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

NA 

0% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

NA 

1/2 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

NA 

50% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

NA 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

NA 

0 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

NA 

1 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

NA 

100% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

NA 

100% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

7.50 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

40.0 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

NA 

0/0 

RETENTION  RATE 

NA 

NA 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

NA 

3,426 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

0 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

NA 

47,963 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

0 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

NA 

NA 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

NA 

0.325 
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REPORT:  RPIC80  PRIVATE 

PREPARED: 

PROGRAM  YE 
TIT 

REPC 

NDUSTRY  COUNCI 

AR  1992  E 
[iE:  III  - 
DRT  PERIOD:  07/1 

L OF  SAN  FRANCI! 

lENEFIT/CO 
EDWAA  60' 

01/92  THRU  08/3‘ 

5CO,  INC. 

ST  REPORl 
FA 

1/93 

PI( 

: FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

8RYMAN 

REP 

AND 

BRYMAN 

CBC 

CET 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

OCT 

OCT 

IR 

IR 

IR 

IR 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

73,360 

5.1,040 

3,811 

48,145 

69,471 

4,500 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

70,036 

46,622 

3,811 

27,775 

83,882 

3,727 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

53,645 

44,655 

3,811 

27,775 

69,471 

3,600 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

77% 

96% 

100% 

100% 

83% 

97% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

16,391 

1,967 

0 

0 

14,411 

127 

[PERCENT  {%)  OF  TOTAL] 

23% 

4% 

0% 

0% 

17% 

3% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

0 

4,513 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

14/16 

22/22 

1/1 

10/10 

20/20 

1/1 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

88% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

7% 

0% 

0% 

10% 

0% 

0% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

7/16 

14/20 

1/1 

2/3 

8/19 

0/0 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

44% 

70% 

100% 

67% 

42% 

NA 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

7 

8 

0 

3 

12 

0 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

14 

22 

1 

5 

20 

0 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

50% 

64% 

100% 

40% 

40% 

NA 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

50% 

64% 

100% 

40% 

40% 

NA 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

13.49 

6.18 

6.50 

10.36 

8.47 

NA 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

32.7 

32.7 

40.0 

40.0 

38.4 

NA 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

7/8 

8/9 

1/1 

2/2 

7/20 

0/0 

RETENTION  RATE 

88% 

89% 

100% 

100% 

35% 

NA 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

5,003 

2,119 

3,811 

2,778 

4,194 

3,727 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

3,952 

NA 

NA 

917 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

5,083 

2,119 

3,811 

2,984 

4,194 

3,727 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

10,005 

3,330 

3,811 

13,888 

10,485 

NA 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

9,441 

3,330 

3,811 

13,429 

10,485 

NA 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

73% 

87% 

100% 

58% 

100% 

80% 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

2.293 

3.156 

3.548 

1.552 

1.613 

NA 
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REPORT:  RPIC80 
PREPARED: 

E 

PRIVATE 

ROGRAM  YE 
TIT 

REP( 

NDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

AR  1992  BENEFIT/COST  REPORl 
LiE:  III  - EDWAA  60%  FA 

)RT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 

PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

CRDC 

HI 

MLVS 

NTI 

PLATT 

RAJ 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

IR 

IR 

IR 

IR 

IR 

IR 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

23,400 

4,864 

19,760 

9,143 

4,800 

3,441 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

24,988 

5,055 

24,487 

8,729 

2,975 

3,594 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

23,400 

4,864 

19,760 

8,181 

2,880 

3,441 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

94% 

96% 

81% 

94% 

97% 

96% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

1,588 

191 

4,727 

548 

95 

153 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

6% 

4% 

19% 

6% 

3% 

4% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

0 

0 

7,598 

0 

0 

0 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

8/8 

1/1 

7/7 

2/2 

1/1 

1/1 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100%  < 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

0% 

0% 

14% 

0% 

0% 

0%  : 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

2/8 

1/1 

4/7 

1/2 

0/1 

0/1  1 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

25% 

100% 

57% 

50% 

0% 

0%  1 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 ’ 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

6 

0 

3 

1 

0 

1 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

8 

1 

7 

2 

0 

1 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

25% 

100% 

57% 

50% 

NA 

OX 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

25% 

100% 

57% 

50% 

NA 

0% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

7.00 

8.25 

7.50 

8.00 

NA 

NA 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

40.0 

40.0 

36.3 

30.0 

NA 

NA 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

0/1 

1/1 

3/5 

1/1 

0/0 

0/0 

RETENTION  RATE 

0% 

100% 

60% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

3,124 

5,055 

3,498 

4,365 

2,975 

3,594 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

3,893 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

3,124 

5,055 

3,432 

4,365 

2,975 

3,594 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

12,494 

5,055 

6,122 

8,729 

NA 

NA 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

3,893 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

12,494 

5,055 

6,865 

8,729 

NA 

NA 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

100% 

100% 

100% 

89% 

60% 

100% 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

1.165 

3.395 

2.313 

1.430 

NA 

NA 
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REPORT:  RPIC80  PRIVATE 

PREPARED: 

PROGRAM  YE 
TIT 

REPC 

NDUSTRY  COUNCI  1 

AR  1992  B 
LE:  III  - 
)RT  PERIOD:  07/( 

L OF  SAN  FRANCIS 

lENEFIT/CO 
EDWAA  60' 
)1/92  THRU  08/31 

SCO,  INC. 

ST  REPORI 
FA 

1/93 

PI( 

: FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

SHE 

USF 

PMC 

CCSF 

PIC 

SUBGRANT 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

TITLE  III 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

IR 

IR 

EMP  OUTRCH 

CHILDCARE 

ADMIN/TRNG 

EDWAA  FA 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

2,237 

4,221 

4,582 

14,000 

93,115 

433,890 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

2,396 

3,377 

4,582 

13,861 

94,214 

424,111 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

2,063 

63,020 

65,083 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

15% 

67% 

15% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

2,237 

3,377 

4,582 

0 

31,194 

306,873 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

93% 

100% 

100% 

0% 

33% 

73% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

159 

0 

0 

11,798 

0 

52,155 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

7% 

0% 

0% 

85% 

0% 

12% 

NON -JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

222 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,333 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

1/1 

1/1 

NA 

NA 

NA 

90/92 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

100% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

98% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

0% 

0% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

3% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

1/1 

0/0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

41/80 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

51% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

41 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

1 

0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

82 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

50% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

50% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

6.25 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

8.35 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

25.0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

35.0 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

1/1 

0/0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

31/49 

RETENTION  RATE 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

63% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

2,396 

3,377 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4,712 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

2,396 

3,377 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

2,396 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

10,344 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

2,396 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

100% 

80% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

3.391 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1.469 
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REPORT:  RPIC80 
PREPARED: 

E 

PRIVATE 

ROGRAM  YE 
TITLE: 

REP 

NDUSTRY  COUNCI 

AR  1992  E 
III  - RE 

3RT  PERIOD:  07/ 

L OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

JENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
TAIL  TRADE  WORKER 

01/92  THRU  08/31/93  PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

CACS 

CET 

CROC 

MLVS 

NTI 

SFST 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

FUP 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

IR 

IR 

IR 

IR 

IR 

IR 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

6,308 

4,000 

99,060 

3,040 

18,333 

1,576 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

6,622 

3,362 

110,158 

3,165 

18,333 

1,640 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

OX 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

6,308 

3,200 

99,060 

3,040 

18,333 

1,576 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

95% 

95% 

90% 

96% 

100% 

96X 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

314 

162 

11,098 

125 

0 

64 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

5% 

5% 

10% 

4% 

ox 

4X 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

NA 

0 

NA 

0 

0 

0 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

2/2 

1/1 

27/27 

1/1 

5/5 

1/1 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100X 

100X 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

0% 

0% 

7% 

0% 

OX 

OX 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

2/2 

0/0 

20/27 

0/1 

0/5 

0/1 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

100% 

NA 

74% 

0% 

OX 

OX 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

0 

1 

7 

1 

5 

1 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

2 

1 

27 

1 

5 

1 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

100% 

0% 

74% 

0% 

OX 

OX 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

100% 

0% 

74% 

ox 

ox 

ox 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

11.00 

NA 

8.05 

NA 

NA 

NA 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

32.5 

NA 

38.0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

1/2 

0/0 

13/14 

0/0 

0/1 

0/1 

RETENTION  RATE 

50% 

NA 

93% 

NA 

X 

X 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

3,311 

3,362 

4,080 

3,165 

3,667 

1,640 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

4,087 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

3,311 

3,362 

4,079 

3,165 

3,667 

1,640 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

3,311 

NA 

5,508 

NA 

NA 

NA 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

8,174 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

3,311 

NA 

5,368 

NA 

NA 

NA 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

100% 

80% 

100% 

100X 

100X 

100X 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

5.615 

NA 

2.888 

NA 

NA 

NA 
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REPORT:  RPIC80  PRIVATE 

PREPARED: 

PROGRAM  YE 
TITLE; 

REPC 

NDUSTRY  COUNCI 

AR  1992  E 
III  - RE' 

)RT  PERIOD:  07/1 

L OF  SAN  FRANCIS 

lENEFIT/CO 
TAIL  TRAD] 

01/92  THRU  08/3' 

SCO,  INC. 

ST  REPOR1 
E WORKER 

1/93 

PIC  FORM  NO.  80 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

WTS 

PMC 

CCSF 

PIC 

SUBGRANT 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

FUP 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

TITLE  III 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

IR 

EMP  OUTRCH 

CHILDCARE 

ADMIN/TRNG 

RTW  40% 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

14  Months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

3,436 

-1,700 

2,600 

59,947 

200,000 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

3,436 

1,698 

2,517 

26,226 

177,157 

ADMINISTRATION  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

103 

26,226 

26,329 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

4% 

100% 

15% 

TRAINING  CATEGORY 

3,436 

1,698 

0 

0 

136,651 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

100% 

100% 

0% 

0% 

77% 

PARTICIPANT  SUPPORT  CATEGORY 

0 

0 

2,414 

0 

14,177 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

96% 

0% 

8% 

NON- JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN 

1/1 

NA 

NA 

NA 

38/38 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

100% 

[ACT. YOUTH/ACT. TOTAL  %] 

0% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

5% 

TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN 

0/1 

NA 

NA 

NA 

22/37 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

0% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

59% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

1 

NA 

NA 

NA 

16 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

1 

NA 

NA 

NA 

38 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

0% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

58% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

0% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

58% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

8.31 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

37.5 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

0/0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

14/18 

RETENTION  RATE 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

78% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

3,436 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4,662 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4,824 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

3,436 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4,653 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

8,053 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

9,648 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

7,977 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2.012 

II  OES.HY 
Ij  10/06/93 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
TITLE:  IIA  - 78% 

REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 


OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 


...  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY  ... 
CLASS  OJT  TOTAL 


130110  MARKETING,  ADVERTISING,  AND  PUBLIC  RELATIONS  MANAGERS  

!«  130140  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  MANAGERS  

150110  PROPERTY  AND  REAL  ESTATE  MANAGERS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS  

199990  ALL  OTHER  MANAGERS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS  

213020  WHOLESALE  AND  RETAIL  BUYERS-EXCEPT  FARM  PRODUCTS  

221260  ELECTRICAL  AND  ELECTRONIC  ENGINEERS  

221280  INDUSTRIAL  ENGINEERS-EXCEPT  SAFETY  

221350  MECHANICAL  ENGINEERS  

, 225140  DRAFTERS  

j 245990  ALL  OTHER  PHYSICAL  ANNO  LIFE  SCIENCE  TECHNICIANS  AND  TECHNOLOGISTS  

I 251050  COMPUTER  PROGRAMMERS  

I 253150  FINANCIAL  ANALYSTS-STATISTICAL  

j 273050  SOCIAL  WORKERS- EXCEPT  MEDICAL  AND  PSYCHIATRIC  

273110  RECREATION  WORKERS  

283020  LAW  CLERKS  

^ 313021  PRESCHOOL  TEACHERS  

I 315140  VOCATIONAL  AND  EDUCATIONAL  COUNSELORS  

315211  INSTRUCTIONAL  AIDES  

325020  REGISTERED  NURSES  

399990  ALL  OTHER  PROFESSIONAL,  PARAPROFESSIONAL,  AND  TECHNICAL  WORKERS  

430020  SALES  AGENTS  AND  PLACERS- INSURANCE  

490080  SALES  REPRESENTATIVES-EXCEPT  SCIENTFIC  AND  RELATED  PRODUCTS  AND  SERVICES  AND  RETAIL 

490110  SALESPERSONS-RETAIL  

490112  SALESPERSONS-RETAIL  (EXCEPT  VEHICLE  SALES)  

490210  STOCK  CLERKS-SALES  FLOOR  

' 490230  CASHIERS  

: 490260  NEWS  & STREET  VENDORS,  TELEPHONE  SOLICITORS,  DOOR-TO-DOOR  SALES  WORKERS  AND  RELATED 

I 499990  ALL  OTHER  SALES  AND  RELATED  WORKERS  

510020  FIRST  LINE  SUPERVISORS  AND  MANAGER/SUPERVISORS-CLERICAL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SUPPORT  . 

531020  TELLERS  

! 531050  NEW  ACCOUNTS  CLERKS  

1 531210  LOAN  AND  CREDIT  CLERKS  

538020  TRAVEL  CLERKS  

' 538080  HOTEL  DESK  CLERKS  

539020  LIBRARY  ASSISTANTS  AND  BOOKMOBILE  DRIVERS  

; 539110  PROOFREADERS  AND  COPY  MARKERS  

539140  REAL  ESTATE  CLERKS  

551020  LEGAL  SECRETARIES  

551050  MEDICAL  SECRETARIES  

551080  SECRETARIES,  GENERAL  

1 553050  RECEPTIONISTS  AND  INFORMATION  CLERKS  

■ 553081  TYPISTS  

553210  FILE  CLERKS  

553320  INTERVIEWING  CLERKS-EXCEPT  PERSONNEL,  SOCIAL  WELFARE  

553350  CUSTOMER  SERVICE  REPRESENTATIVES-UTILITIES  

553380  BOOKKEEPING,  ACCOUNTING,  & AUDITING  CLERKS,  INCLUDING  BOOKKEEPERS  

553440  BILLING,  COST,  AND  RATE  CLERKS  

553470  GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS  

560020  BILLING,  POSTING,  AND  CALCULATING  MACHINE  OPERATORS  


1 0 1 

1 1 2 

0 1 1 

1 1 2 

0 2 2 

0 1 1 

1 0 1 

0 1 1 

0 10  10 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 

0 2 2 

3 0 3 

0 1 1 

0 5 5 

0 1 1 

4 1 5 

0 1 1 

0 8 8 

4 0 4 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

4 2 6 

5 5 10 

26  2 28 

11  15  26 

5 4 9 

0 1 1 

12  0 12 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

4 1 5 

1 0 1 

3 0 3 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 

1 0 1 

9 3 12 

21  8 29 

5 0 5 

5 2 7 

9 0 9 

10  0 10 

8 5 13 

1 0 1 

47  8 55 

5 0 5 
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OES.HY  private  industry  council  of  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  PAGE:  1 

10/06/93  PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

TITLE:  IIA  - 78% 

REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 


OES  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 


...  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY  ... 
CLASS  OJT  TOTAL 


130110  MARKETING,  ADVERTISING,  AND  PUBLIC  RELATIONS  MANAGERS  

130140  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  MANAGERS  

150110  PROPERTY  AND  REAL  ESTATE  MANAGERS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS  

199990  ALL  OTHER  MANAGERS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS  

213020  WHOLESALE  AND  RETAIL  BUYERS-EXCEPT  FARM  PRODUCTS  

221260  ELECTRICAL  AND  ELECTRONIC  ENGINEERS  

221280  INDUSTRIAL  ENGINEERS-EXCEPT  SAFETY  

221350  MECHANICAL  ENGINEERS  

225140  DRAFTERS  

245990  ALL  OTHER  PHYSICAL  ANNO  LIFE  SCIENCE  TECHNICIANS  AND  TECHNOLOGISTS  

251050  COMPUTER  PROGRAMMERS  

253150  FINANCIAL  ANALYSTS- STATIST  I CAL  

273050  SOCIAL  WORKERS-EXCEPT  MEDICAL  AND  PSYCHIATRIC  

273110  RECREATION  WORKERS  

283020  LAW  CLERKS  

313021  PRESCHOOL  TEACHERS  

315140  VOCATIONAL  AND  EDUCATIONAL  COUNSELORS  

315211  INSTRUCTIONAL  AIDES  

325020  REGISTERED  NURSES  

399990  ALL  OTHER  PROFESSIONAL,  PARAPROFESSIONAL,  AND  TECHNICAL  WORKERS  

430020  SALES  AGENTS  AND  PLACERS- INSURANCE  

490080  SALES  REPRESENTATIVES-EXCEPT  SCIENTFIC  AND  RELATED  PRODUCTS  AND  SERVICES  AND  RETAIL 

490110  SALESPERSONS-RETAIL  

490112  SALESPERSONS-RETAIL  (EXCEPT  VEHICLE  SALES)  

490210  STOCK  CLERKS-SALES  FLOOR  

490230  CASHIERS  

490260  NEWS  & STREET  VENDORS,  TELEPHONE  SOLICITORS,  DOOR-TO-DOOR  SALES  WORKERS  AND  RELATED 

499990  ALL  OTHER  SALES  AND  RELATED  WORKERS  

510020  FIRST  LINE  SUPERVISORS  AND  MANAGER/SUPERVISORS-CLERICAL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SUPPORT  , 

531020  TELLERS  

531050  NEW  ACCOUNTS  CLERKS  

531210  LOAN  AND  CREDIT  CLERKS  

538020  TRAVEL  CLERKS  

538080  HOTEL  DESK  CLERKS  

539020  LIBRARY  ASSISTANTS  AND  BOOKMOBILE  DRIVERS  

539110  PROOFREADERS  AND  COPY  MARKERS  

539140  REAL  ESTATE  CLERKS  

551020  LEGAL  SECRETARIES  

551050  MEDICAL  SECRETARIES  

551080  SECRETARIES,  GENERAL  

553050  RECEPTIONISTS  AND  INFORMATION  CLERKS  

553081  TYPISTS  

553210  FILE  CLERKS  

553320  INTERVIEWING  CLERKS-EXCEPT  PERSONNEL,  SOCIAL  WELFARE  

553350  CUSTOMER  SERVICE  REPRESENTATIVES-UTILITIES  

553380  BOOKKEEPING,  ACCOUNTING,  & AUDITING  CLERKS,  INCLUDING  BOOKKEEPERS  

553440  BILLING,  COST,  AND  RATE  CLERKS  

553470  GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS  

560020  BILLING,  POSTING,  AND  CALCULATING  MACHINE  OPERATORS  


1 0 1 

1 1 2 

0 1 1 

1 1 2 

0 2 2 

0 1 1 

1 0 1 

0 1 1 

0 10  10 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 

0 2 2 

3 0 3 

0 1 1 

0 5 5 

0 1 1 

4 1 5 

0 1 1 

0 8 8 

4 0 4 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

4 2 6 

5 5 10 

26  2 28 

11  15  26 

5 4 9 

0 1 1 

12  0 12 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

4 1 5 

1 0 1 

3 0 3 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 

1 0 1 

9 3 12 

21  8 29 

5 0 5 

5 2 7 

9 0 9 

10  0 10 

8 5 13 

1 0 1 

47  8 55 

5 0 5 
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10/06/93  PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

TITLE:  IIA  - 78% 

REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 


OES  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 


...  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY  ... 
CLASS  OJT  TOTAL 


560050  DUPLICATING  MACHINE  OPERATORS  

560080  MAIL  MACHINE  OPERATORS-PREPARATION  AND  HANDLING  

560170  DATA  ENTRY  KEYERS- EXCEPT  COMPOSING  

560210  DATA  KEYERS -COMPOSING  

560990  ALL  OTHER  OFFICE  MACHINE  OPERATORS  

571080  CENTRAL  OFFICE  OPERATORS  

573020  MAIL  CLERKS-EXCEPT  MAIL  MACHINE  OPERATORS  AND  POSTAL  SERVICE  WORKERS  

573080  POSTAL  SERVICE  CLERKS  

580050  DISPATCHERS-EXCEPT  POLICE,  FIRE,  AND  AMBULANCE  

580080  PRODUCTION,  PLANNING,  AND  EXPEDITING  CLERKS  

580210  MARKING  CLERKS  

580230  STOCK  CLERKS-STOCKROOM,  WAREHOUSE,  STORAGE  YARD  

580280  TRAFFIC,  SHIPPING,  AND  RECEIVING  CLERKS  

610990  ALL  OTHER  SERVICE  SUPERVISORS  AND  MANAGER/SUPERVISORS  

630350  DETECTIVES  AND  INVESTIGATORS-EXCEPT  PUBLIC  

630440  CROSSING  GUARDS  

630470  GUARDS  AND  WATCH  GUARDS  

650020  HOSTS,  HOSTESSES- RESTAURANT,  LOUNGE  OR  COFFEE  SHOP  

650170  COUNTER  ATTENNDANTS- LUNCHROOM,  COFFEE  SHOP,  OR  CAFETERIA  

650210  BAKERS-BREAD  AND  PASTRY  

650260  COOKS- RESTAURANT  

650280  COOKS- INSTITUTION  OR  CAFETERIA  

650320  COOKS-SPECIALTY  FAST  FOOD  

650350  COOKS- SHORT  ORDER  

650380  FOOD  PREPARATION  WORKERS  

650410  COMBINED  FOOD  PREPARATION  AND  SERVICE  WORKERS  

660020  DENTAL  ASSISTANTS  

660050  MEDICAL  ASSISTANTS  

660080  NURSE  AIDES  

670020  MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS  

670050  JANITORS  AND  CLEANERS-EXCEPT  MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS  

680230  BAGGAGE  PORTERS  AND  BELLHOPS  

790050  NURSERY  WORKERS  

790140  GARDENERS,  GROUNDSKEEPERS-EXCEPT  FARM  

810050  FIRST  LINE  SUPERVISORS  & MANAGER/SUPERVISORS-CONSTRUCTION  TRADES  & EXTRACTIVE 

830050  PRODUCTION  INSPECTORS,  TESTERS,  GRADERS,  SORTERS,  SAMPLERS,  AND  WEIGHERS  

851320  MAINTENANCE  REPAIRERS-GENERAL  UTILITY  

853020  AUTOMOTIVE  MECHANICS  

857050  DATA  PROCESSING  EQUIPMENT  REPAIRERS  

857170  ELECTRONICS  REPAIRERS-COMMERICAL  AND  INDUSTRIAL  EQUIPMENT  

859080  ELECTROMEDICAL  AND  BIOMEDICAL  EQUIPMENT  REPAIRER  

859260  OFFICE  MACHINE  AND  CASH  REGISTER  SERVICERS  

871020  CARPENTERS  

874020  PAINTERS,  PAPERHANGERS-CONSTRUCTION  AND  MAINTENANCE  

875020  PLUMBERS,  PIPEFITTERS,  AND  STEAMFITTERS  

876050  FLOOR  LAYERS-EXCEPT  CARPET,  WOOD,  AND  HARD  TILES  

878080  ROOFERS  

878990  ALL  OTHER  CONSTRUCTION  TRADES  WORKERS  

893110  CABINETMAKERS  AND  BENCH  CARPENTERS  


1 0 1 

1 0 1 

10  2 12 

1 0 1 

2 0 2 

0 1 1 

2 0 2 

2 0 2 

1 0 1 

2 0 2 

1 0 1 

8 2 10 

1 5 6 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 

1 0 1 

4 10  14 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

23  2 25 

0 1 1 

1 0 1 

0 2 2 

10  0 10 

1 0 1 

1 5 6 

1 1 2 

1 0 1 

2 5 7 

3 5 8 

1 0 1 

1 1 2 

4 1 5 

0 1 1 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

0 1 1 

0 3 3 

0 7 7 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 

1 1 2 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 

0 4 4 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

15  1 16 
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10/06/93  PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

TITLE;  IIA  - 78% 

REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 

PROGRAM  ACTIVITY  . . . 

OES  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS  CLASS  OJT  TOTAL 


893U0  FURNITURE  FINISHERS  3 0 3 

898050  BAKERS-MANUFACTURING  1 0 1 

915080  COMBINATION  MACHINE  TOOL  OPERATORS  & TENDERS-METAL  & PLASTIC  0 1 1 

919020  PLASTIC  MOLDING  AND  CASTING  MACHINE  SETTERS  AND  SET-UP  OPERATORS  2 0 2 

923140  WOODWORKING  MACHINE  OPERATORS  AND  TENDERS-EXCEPT  SAWING  1 2 3 

925120  OFFSET  LITHOGRAPHIC  PRESS  SETTERS  AND  SET-UP  OPERATORS  1 0 1 

925220  SPECIALTY  MATERIALS  PRINTING  MACHINE  SETTERS  AND  SET-UP  OPERATORS  1 0 1 

925460  BINDERY  MACHINE  OPERATORS  0 1 1 

927050  TEXTILE  MACHINE  OPERATORS  AND  TENDERS-WINDING,  TWISTING,  KNITTING,  WEAVING,  AND  CUTTING  .022 

927260  LAUNDRY  & DRYCLEANING  MACHINE  OPERATORS  & TENDERS-EXCEPT  PRESSING  0 1 1 

929080  PHOTOGRAPHIC  PROCESSING  MACHINE  OPERATORS  AND  TENDERS  0 1 1 

939050  ELECTRICAL  AND  ELECTRONIC  ASSEMBLERS  1 0 1 

939380  MEAT,  POULTRY,  AND  FISH  CUTTERS  AND  TRIMMERS-HAND  0 1 1 

939560  ASSEMBLERS  & FABRICATORS-EXCEPT  MACHINE,  ELECTRICAL,  ELECTRONIC,  & PRECISION  1 3 4 

939990  ALL  OTHER  HAND  WORKERS  0 4 4 

971020  TRUCK  DRIVERS-HEAVY  OR  TRACTOR  TRAILER  0 2 2 

971050  TRUCK  DRIVERS,  LIGHT- INCLUDE  DELIVERY  AND  ROUTE  WORKERS  0 2 2 

971080  BUS  DRIVERS  1 0 1 

971140  TAXI  DRIVERS  AND  CHAUFFEURS  0 1 1 

971170  DRIVER/SALES  WORKERS  1 4 5 

983120  HELPERS-CARPENTERS  AND  RELATED  1 0 1 

987990  ALL  OTHER  FREIGHT,  STOCK,  AND  MATERIAL  MOVERS,  HAND  6 1 7 

989020  HAND  PACKERS  AND  PACKAGERS  0 4 4 

989990  ALL  OTHER  HELPERS,  LABORERS,  AND  MATERIAL  MOVERS,  HAND  1 11  12 


TOTAL  342  209  551 
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OES.HY 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  CCXINCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
TITLE:  IIA  - 3% 

REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 


PAGE; 


OES  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 

225990  ALL  OTHER  ENGINEERING  AND  RELATED  TECHNICIANS  AND  TECHNOLOGISTS  

251020  SYSTEMS  ANALYSTS-ELECTRONIC  DATA  PROCESSING  

315211  INSTRUCTIONAL  AIDES  

430020  SALES  AGENTS  AND  PLACERS- INSURANCE  

490230  CASHIERS  

499990  ALL  OTHER  SALES  AND  RELATED  WORKERS  

551080  SECRETARIES,  GENERAL  

553050  RECEPTIONISTS  AND  INFORMATION  CLERKS  

553470  GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS  

571080  CENTRAL  OFFICE  OPERATORS  

573110  MESSENGERS  

580230  STOCK  CLERKS -STOCKROOM,  WAREHOUSE,  STORAGE  YARD  

650380  FOOD  PREPARATION  WORKERS  

670020  MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS  

680380  CHILD  CARE  WORKERS  

810170  FIRST  LINE  SUPERVISORS/MANAGERS-HELPERS,  LABORERS  c' 

927280  PRESSING  MACHINE  OPERATORS  AND  TENDERS-TEXTILE,  GARMENT, 

TOTAL 


PROGRAM  ACTIVITY  ... 

CLASS  OJT  TOTAL 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

57  0 57 

2 1 3 

0 1 1 

0 1 1 


67  8 75 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
TITLE:  IIA  - 6%  INCENTIVE 
REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 


OES 

630470 


OCCUPATIONAL 

GUARDS  AND  WATCH  GUARDS  

TOTAL 


descriptions 


...  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY  ... 
CLASS  OJT  TOTAL 

2 0 2 


2 0 2 


OES.HY 

10/06/93 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC 
.ACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
TITLE:  8%  CAL  DEPT  EDUC 
REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 


OES  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  S 

315211  INSTRUCTIONAL  AIDES  

630470  GUARDS  AND  WATCH  GUARDS  


PROGRAM  ACTIVITY  .. 

CLASS  OJT  TOTA 

1 0 

1 0 


2 0 2 


TOTAL 
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10/06/93  PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

TITLE:  IIA  8%  ASSESSMENT  CENTER 
REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 


OES  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 


. . . PROGRAM  ACTIVITY  . . . 
CLASS  OJT  TOTAL 


273050  SOCIAL  WORKERS-EXCEPT  MEDICAL  AND  PSYCHIATRIC  

313990  ALL  OTHER  TEACHERS  AND  INSTRUCTORS  

315140  VOCATIONAL  AND  EDUCATIONAL  COUNSELORS  

340350  ARTISTS  AND  RELATED  WORKERS  

490230  CASHIERS  

490260  NEWS  & STREET  VENDORS,  TELEPHONE  SOLICITORS,  DOOR-TO-DOOR  SALES  WORKERS  AND  RELATED 

539020  LIBRARY  ASSISTANTS  AND  BOOKMOBILE  DRIVERS  

553050  RECEPTIONISTS  AND  INFORMATION  CLERKS  

553470  GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS  

573110  MESSENGERS  

599990  ALL  OTHER  CLERICAL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SUPPORT  WORKERS  

650110  FOOD  SERVERS-OUTSIDE  

650140  DINING  ROOM  AND  CAFETERIA  ATTENDANTS  AND  BARTENDER  HELPERS  

650380  FOOD  PREPARATION  WORKERS  

680210  USHERS,  LOBBY  ATTENDANTS,  AND  TICKET  TAKERS  

939230  SEWERS -HAND  


1 0 1 

1 0 1 

2 0 2 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1'  0 1 

2 0 2 

1 0 1 

4 0 4 

1 0 1 

4 0 4 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 


24  0 24 
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10/06/93  PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

TITLE:  III  PRESIDIO  RETRAINING 
REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 

PROGRAM  ACTIVITY  ... 


OES  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS  CLASS  OJT  TOTAL 

859260  OFFICE  MACHINE  AND  CASH  REGISTER  SERVICERS  1 0 1 


TOTAL 
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10/06/93  PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

TITLE:  III  - EDUAA  60%  FA 
REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 


OES  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 


. . . PROGRAM  ACTIVITY  . . . 
CLASS  OJT  TOTAL 


130U0  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  MANAGERS  

199990  ALL  OTHER  MANAGERS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS  

531020  TELLERS  

538080  HOTEL  DESK  CLERKS  

551050  MEDICAL  SECRETARIES  

553050  RECEPTIONISTS  AND  INFORMATION  CLERKS  

553140  PERSONNEL  CLERKS-EXCEPT  PAYROLL  AND  TIMEKEEPING  

553210  FILE  CLERKS  

553230  ORDER  CLERKS-MATERIALS,  MERCHANDISE,  AND  SERVICE  

553280  STATISTICAL  CLERKS  

553320  INTERVIEWING  CLERKS-EXCEPT  PERSONNEL,  SOCIAL  WELFARE  

553380  BOOKKEEPING,  ACCOUNTING,  & AUDITING  CLERKS,  INCLUDING  BOOKKEEPERS 

553440  BILLING,  COST,  AND  RATE  CLERKS 

553470  GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS  

560080  MAIL  MACHINE  OPERATORS-PREPARATION  AND  HANDLING  

560170  DATA  ENTRY  KEYERS-EXCEPT  COMPOSING  

573080  POSTAL  SERVICE  CLERKS  

580080  PRODUCTION,  PLANNING,  AND  EXPEDITING  CLERKS  

580230  STOCK  CLERKS-STOCKROOM,  WAREHOUSE,  STORAGE  YARD  

630470  GUARDS  AND  WATCH  GUARDS  

660020  DENTAL  ASSISTANTS  

660050  MEDICAL  ASSISTANTS  

660110  HOME  HEALTH  CARE  WORKERS  

670020  MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS  

670050  JANITORS  AND  CLEANERS-EXCEPT  MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS  

893110  CABINETMAKERS  AND  BENCH  CARPENTERS  

225990  ALL  OTHER  ENGINEERING  AND  RELATED  TECHNICIANS  AND  TECHNOLOGISTS  .. 


1 0 1 

1 0 1 

2 0 2 

4 0 4 

3 0 3 

3 0 3 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

2 0 2 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

3 0 3 

1 0 1 

3 0 3 

2 0 2 
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1 0 1 

1 0 1 
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OES.HY  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

10/06/93  PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

TITLE:  III  - RETAIL  TRADE  WORKERS 
REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/92  THRU  08/31/93 


OES  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 


...  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY  ... 
CLASS  OJT  TOTAL 


490230  CASHIERS  

533110  INSURANCE  CLAIMS  CLERKS  

553081  TYPISTS  

553210  FILE  CLERKS  

553230  ORDER  CLERKS-MATERIALS,  MERCHANDISE,  AND  SERVICE 

553470  GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS  

571020  SWITCHBOARD  OPERATORS  

580280  TRAFFIC,  SHIPPING,  AND  RECEIVING  CLERKS  

630470  GUARDS  AND  WATCH  GUARDS  

650260  COOKS -RESTAURANT  

650380  FOOD  PREPARATION  WORKERS  


6 0 6 

1 0 1 

3 0 3 

1 0 1 

3 0 3 

3 0 3 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 


TOTAL 


22 
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TO: 


FROM: 


PRIVATE  TNDUSTRYrOUNCIL  hept. 

OF^AN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  NOV  1 " IOC] 

/MEMORANDUM  SAN  FRANCISCO 

y PUBLIC  library 

MEMBERS,  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  DATE: ^NOVEMBER  12.  1993^ 


EUNICE  ELTON 


SUBJECT:  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  MEETING 


A meeting  has  been  set  for  December  7 at  10  a.m.  We  will  get  material  to  you  before  that  date,  and 
confirm  a location. 

Please  commit  the  time  on  your  calendar  now,  so  we  can  have  full  attendance.  We  will  be  working  on 
policy  matters. 


cc:  Other  Council  members 
Subcontractors 
PIC  Staff 


1049  MARKET  STREET,  4TH  FLOOR  • SAN  FKANCISCO,  CA  94103-1634  • (415)  621-6853 
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^PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  r^OUNCIL 

OF  FRANCISCO.  INC. 


NOTICE  of  a PUBLIC  MEETING 
of  the 

EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 


Re^nse^^genda 

1 . Public  testimony  on  agenda  items 

2.  Revisit  policy  decisions  reached  at  prior  meeting 

3.  Consider,  for  recommendation  to  the  PIC,  further  policy  decisions 

4.  Consider,  as  appropriate,  analysis  of  some  PY’92  data 

5.  Proposed  GATES  program 

6.  STEP  I Evaluation  Report  (enclosed) 


oclose^^ 


DO<^'  hEPT. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


DATE; 

Tuesday,  December  7,  1993 

TIME: 

10  A. M.  - WoorT— ' 

LOCATION: 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 

33  Gough  Street 

Auditorium 

7.  Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items 


Committee  members  please  RSVP  to  Mary  Fernandez  at  621-6853  by  Friday,  December  3rd 


(k 


If  you  require  special  accommodation  due  to  a disability 
please  call  Mary  Fernandez  at  621-6853  or  TDD  621-3832 


Issued  December  3, 1993 


1049  MARKET  STREET,  4TH  FLOOR  • SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94103-1634  • (415)  621-6853 
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FINAL  REPORT 


ASSIESSMlENir  m HMIPAOTs 


THE  SAN  FRANCISCO 

1989-90  SUMMER  TRAINING  AND  EDUCATION  PROGRAM  (STEP  I) 


PREPARED  FOR  THE 

fH-OVATE  ItNDUSTRY  COUNCIL.  SAN  FRANCISCO.  INC. 
AND  THE 

SAN  FRANCISCO  UNIFIED  SCHOOL  DISTRICT 


BY 

R.  N.  JORDAN,  INDEPENDENT  CONSULTANT 


DECEMBER  1,1993 


INTRODUCTION 


This  study  is  to  assess  the  effectiveness  of  knowledge  based,  established  strategies  for  the  prevention 
of  and/or  early  short-term  intervention  among  adolescents  who  are  failing  in  school,  at  high-risk  of 
dropping  out,  becoming  parents  and  losing  the  chance  for  stable  employment  within  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  and  its  Unified  School  District.  The  central  hypothesis  was  to  discover  whether  or  not 
participants  made  significant  gains  in  their  school  performance  as  a result  of  summer  training  and 
education  program  intervention. 

The  participants  were  selected  from  among  students  within  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 
(SFUSD)  and  were  identified  as  the  most  needy  students  based  upon  an  evaluation  of  their  academic 
abilities  and  economic  circumstances.  Essentially,  they  were  considered  as  students  least  likely  to 
meet  the  threshold  requirements  for  successfully  competing  in  today’s  society.  To  further  enable  and 
empower  these  youths  in  their  academic  and  life  management  skills,  the  summer  education  and 
training  services  included  academic  mentoring  and  tutoring,  remedial  instruction,  counseling,  work 
experience,  reward  and  compensation. 

The  Private  Industry  Council,  San  Francisco,  Inc.,  and  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District's 
Department  of  State  and  Federal  Funded  Projects  directed  the  management  of  STEP  services. 
Officials  from  both  these  organizations  set  forth  the  following  challenges  for  this  study.  First,  to 
produce  an  overview  of  STEP’S  background.  Second,  to  develop  an  effective  assessment  method- 
ology. Third,  to  highlight  program  impacts  in  the  specific  areas  of  interest  given  for  this  study. 

An  added  aim  was  to  keep  in  focus  the  most  important  measure  of  impact  - the  individual  participants 
themselves.  This  dimension  of  the  study  helps  one  to  more  fully  appreciate  the  substance  and  the 
quality  of  interaction  between  the  program  and  its  participants.  Thus,  rather  than  restrict  the  study  ’ s 
analyses  to  only  statistical  calculations  and  manipulations,  the  researcher  attempted  to  get  a 
qualitative  assessment  of  STEP  I through  participants’  experiences  as  provided  for  by  profile 
summaries,  case  studies,  and  anecdotal  comments  obtained  from  focus  group  discussions. 


1 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


The  assessment  of  STEP  I applied  rigorous  and  conservative  standards  in  identifying  the  quantitative 
value  or  the  cohort  effect  of  the  1989-90  Summer  Training  and  Education  Program,  better  known  as 
STEP  I,  Also  used  were  cohort  profiles,  case  summaries,  and  individual  and  group  discussions  to 
examine  both  its  substantive  and  qualitative  impact.  Clearly  what  was  found  is  that  STEP  I did  work. 
The  following  summary  highlights  the  most  significant  achievements  in  school  participation, 
graduation  from  high  school,  work  performance,  basic  skills,  and  classroom  learning  abilities,  as  well 
as  mentioning  some  of  the  most  interesting  thoughts  shared  by  STEP  I participants.  One  caveat  in 
the  reading  of  this  report  is  that  missing  or  unobtained  data  confounded  the  gains  and/or  losses  in  the 
results,  partly  due  to  cohort  attrition.  Cohort  attrition  was  most  attributable  to  cohorts  who 
transferred,  dropped-out  of  school  and/or  attended  school  out  of  the  SFUSD  student  data  reporting 
network. 


PARTICIPANT  CHARACTERISTICS 

Based  upon  their  demographic  profiles,  cohorts  in  the  STEP  I fit  the  description  of  youth  most  likely 
to  drop-out  of  high  school.  They  are  mostly  minority,  poor  (JTPA  eligible),  behind  in  school  and 
from  female-headed  households.  The  educational  deficiencies  held  by  these  youth  are  indicative  of 
the  need  for  an  intervention  program  such  as  STEP.  Indeed  the  research  by  the  SFUSD  found  that 
of  successive  8th  grade  cohorts,  “one  grade  level  toward  which  interventions  might  be  directed  to 
lower  the  dropout  rate  is  the  8th  to  9th  grade  gap”.  While  the  sample  in  the  district’s  study  was 
comprised  of  cohorts  from  their  student  census,  the  judgment  sample  used  in  STEP  I was  comprised 
of  at-risk  youth  located  most  likely  in  the  core  of  the  district’s  study.  In  other  words,  the  cohort 
characteristics  of  the  STEP  I participants  represented  a group  of  less  fortunate  teenagers 
struggling  with  more  difficult  circumstances  than  the  average  student  attending  school  in  the 
SFUSD. 


SCHOOL  PARTICIPATION 

The  school  participation  rates  below  show  the  effectiveness  of  STEP  I in  attracting  a larger 
proportion  of  cohorts  to  remain  actively  enrolled  in  school,  as  well  as  to  stay  in  school  until 
completion  than  would  have  occurred  had  not  there  been  STEP  I.  The  cumulative  dropout  rates 
for  STEP  I cohorts  exceeded  the  SFUSD'  cohort  rates  only  in  the  years  in  which  STEP  I was 
absent. 

• The  graduation  rale  for  STEP  I cohorts  in  June,  1993  was  42.7  percent.  The  SFUSD  graduation  rale  for 
successive  cohorts  of  grade  8 students  in  1991  was  1 73  percent,  in  1990  it  was  18.2  percent  and  in  1989  it  was 
16.4  percent. 

• The  stayer  rate  is  comprised  of  cohorts  still  actively  enrolled  in  the  SFUSD  after  the  dale  they  were  expected 
to  graduate.  In  the  summer  of 1993,  the  stayer  rate  for  STEP  1 cohorts  was  24.4  percent.  The  SFUSD  stayer 
rate  was  56.5  percent. 
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The  cumulative  dropout  rate  for  STEP  / participants  at  the  end  of  the  first  year  was  3.9  percent.  The  SFUSD 
cumulative  cohort  dropout  rate  was  7.8  percent  at  the  end  of  the  first  year  of  high  school. 

The  cumulative  dropout  rate  for  STEP  I participants  at  the  end  of  the  second  year  was  7.8  percent.  The  SFUSD 
cumulative  cohort  dropout  rate  was  10.0  percent  at  the  end  of  the  second  year  of  high  school. 

The  cumulative  dropout  rate  for  STEP  / participants  at  the  end  of  the  third  year  was  18.5  percent.  The  SFUSD 
cumulative  cohort  dropout  rate  was  15.8  percent  at  the  end  of  the  third  year  of  high  school. 

The  cumulative  dropout  rate  for  STEP  1 participants  at  the  end  of  the  fourth  year  was  23.3  percent.  The  SFUSD 
cumulative  cohort  dropout  rate  was  16.4  percent  at  the  end  of  the  fourth  year  of  high  school. 


WORK  PERFORMANCE  AND  ACADEMIC  SKILL  LEVEL 

The  work  performance  of  STEP  I participants  was  rated  on  evaluations  after  each  of  two  sessions 
during  both  summers  of  STEP  I activities.  The  performance  evaluations  coupled  with  the  merit 
awards  recognized  those  cohorts  whom  worksite  supervisors  felt  had  improved  most  or  were  most 
deserving.  On  average,  both  returnees  and  nonretumees  exhibited  improved  work  performance 
during  the  first  summer  of  STEP  I activities.  Returnees  were  more  likely  to  exhibit  improved 
work  performance  and  obtain  appreciation  for  their  work,  as  shown  by  performance  ratings 
and  merit  awards  during  the  second  summer  of  STEP  I activities. 

DURING  THE  HRST  SUMMER  OF  STEP  I ACTIVITIES: 

• First  session  performance  evaluations  rated  "Above  Standard  or  Superior":  50%  of  the  returnees  versus  45  % 
of  the  nonreturnees. 

• Second  session  performance  evaluations  rated  "Above  Standard  or  Superior":  57%  of  the  returnees  versus 
68%  of  the  nonreturnees. 

• Merit  awards  received:  46%  of  the  returnees  versus  43%  of  the  nonreturnees. 

DURING  THE  SECOND  SUMMER  OF  STEP  I ACTIVITIES: 

• First  session  performance  evaluations  rated  "Above  Standard  or  Superior":  39%  of  the  returnees. 

• Second  session  performance  evaluations  rated  "Above  Standard  or  Superior":  52%  of  the  returnees. 

• Merit  awards  received:  54%  of  the  returnees. 

The  effects  of  STEP  I on  the  basis  of  cohorts’  earnings  both  summers  were  similar  to  the  results  found 
on  the  basis  of  second  summer  participation  by  returnees.  The  results  seem  to  crystallize  more  the 
fact  that,  “the  greater  the  participation  in  STEP  I activities,  the  more  significant  and  the  more 
sustainable  were  gains  achieved  by  cohorts  in  their  educational  ability.” 

The  analysis  of  CTBS  scores  and  semester  grade  point  averages  for  cohorts’  on  the  basis  of  their 
summer  earnings  divided  into  thirds  showed  these  results: 
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AT  Tim  liND  OF  THE  FIRST  YEAR  OF  STEP  I: 


Cohorts  with  the  top  third  earnings  on  average  made  approximately  one  grade  level  gain  in  reading  skills  and 
approximately  one-and-one-lhird  grade  level  gain  in  math  skills.  Cohorts  with  earnings  in  the  lower  two  third 
categories  made  on  average  lower  one  grade  or  lower  level  gain  in  reading  and  math  skills. 

AT  THE  END  OF  THE  SECOND  YEAR  OF  STEP  I: 

Cohorts  with  the  top  third  earnings  on  average  made  approximately  one-and-eighl-tenths  grade  level  gains  in 
reading  skills  and  approximately  one-and-six-ten ths  grade  level  gains  in  math  skills.  Cohorts  with  earnings 
in  the  lower  two  third  categories  made  on  average  one  grade  or  lower  level  gain  in  reading  and  math  skills. 

AT  THE  END  OF  THE  THIRD  YEAR  OF  STEP  I: 

Cohorts  with  the  top  third  earnings  on  average  made  approximately  one-and-nine-tenths  grade  level  gains  in 
reading  skills  and  approximately  one-and-eight-tenths  grade  level  loss  in  math  skills.  Cohorts  with  earnings 
in  the  lower  two  third  categories  made  on  average  lower  than  one  grade  level  gain  in  reading  skills  and  hed 
losses  of  one  to  two  grade  levels  in  math  skills. 


EDUCATIONAL  ABILITY  AND  SUMMER  PARTICIPATION  IMPACTS 

STEP  I cohorts  demonstrated  short-term  gains  in  basic  skills  and  continued  improvement  in 
classroom  learning  abilities.  Indeed,  the  cohorts  who  returned  demonstrated  more  significant 
improvements  in  basic  skills  as  a result  of  STEP  I participation  in  both  summers. 

BASIC  SKILLS 

The  comparative  results  of  the  1989  CTBS  pre-and-posttests  showed  that  there  were  significant 
positive  effects  when  STEP  I was  present  and  negative  effects  in  its  absence.  Also,  one  very  evident 
fact  was  that  the  cohorts  who  chose  not  to  return  (nonretumees)  for  a second  summer  of  STEP  I 
activities  had  stronger  pretest  basic  skill  levels  than  the  cohorts  who  did  return  (returnees). 

Overall,  on  the  CTBS  pretest,  the  cohorts  testedbelow  the  appropriate  level  for  their  age/grade  level. 
The  cohorts  tested  on  average  approximately  1.5  grades  below  the  appropriate  level  for  their  age/ 
grade  in  reading  skills,  and  0.5  grade  level  above  in  math  skills.  Nonretumees  exhibited  significantly 
higher  reading  skills  at  a 7.2  grade  equivalent  level  compared  to  a 6.4  grade  equivalent  level  for 
returnees.  The  math  skill  level  for  nonretumees  was  an  8.6  grade  equivalent  level  compared  to  an 
8.3  grade  equivalent  level  for  returnees. 

Analsysis  show  that  although  nonretumees  exhibited  stronger  pretest  skills,  the  effect  of  a second 
summer  of  STEP  I services  was  very  evident  among  retumess  as  they  made  higher  gains  in  both 
reading  and  math  skills  than  did  the  nonretumees. 

OVERALL,  AT  HIE  END  OF  HIE  HRST  YEAR  OF  STEP’s  SUMMI-R  ACIIVITIES  AND  SCHOOL  YEAR  SUPPORT: 

• STEP  / cohorts  made  approximately  one  grade  level  gain  in  both  reading  and  math  skills.  The  returnees  and 
nonreturnees  made  equal  gains  in  reading  skills  at  approximately  one  grade  level.  Nonreturnees  gained  math 
skills  a little  more  than  one-half  grade  level  higher  than  the  returnees. 
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OViiRALL,  AT  THE  END  OF  THE  SECOND  YEAR  OF  STEP’S  SUMMFJl  ACTIVITIES  AND  SCHOOL  YEAR  SUPPORT: 

• STEP  / cohorts  made  one-and-a-lhird  grade  level  gain  in  reading  skills,  and  one-and-a-tenih  grade  level  gain 
in  math  skills.  Returnees  made  gains  in  reading  skills  one-and-a~third  grade  level  higher  than  nonreturnees, 
and  gains  in  math  skills  which  were  one-third  grade  level  higher  than  nonreturnees. 

OVERAIX,  AT  THE  END  OF  THE  HRST  YEAR  FOLLOWING  THE  DISCONTINUANCE  OF  STEP’s  SUMMER 
AC'nvniES  AND  SCHOOL  YEAR  SUPPORT: 

• STEP  I cohorts  exhibited  a backward  gain  in  reading  skills  at  one  grade  level,  and  one-and-a-third  grade  level 
loss  in  math  skills.  Gains  achieved  by  returnees  remained  higher  than  those  by  nonreturnees  by  approximately 
one  grade  level.  Both  returnees  and  nonreturnees  experienced  losses  in  math  skills.  Losses  by  returnees  in  math 
skills  exceeded  the  losses  by  nonreturnees  by  one-tenth  grade  level. 

CLASSROOM  LEARNING 

Based  upon  comparisons  of  the  1989  fall  semester  baseline-grade  point  average  (g.p.a.)  to  the 
posttest  g.p.a.  results,  the  STEP  I cohorts  demonstrated  consistent  and  impressive  improve- 
ments in  classroom  learning  abilities. 

• Overall,  STEP  participants  achieved  gains  in  semester  grade  point  averages  ranging  from  alow  3ll00th-grade 
points  on  the  first  posttest  to  53ll00lh-grade  points  on  the  sixth  posttest. 

• On  average,  returnees  exhibited  much  higher  classroom  learning  abilities  than  did  nonreturnees.  The  baseline 
semester  grade  point  average  for  returnees  was  1.84  compared  to  nonreturnees’  grade  point  average  of  1.63. 

• On  average,  returnees  exhibited  a grade  point  average  ranging  from  ISHOOth- grade  points  to  31  llOOth- grade 
points  higher  than  nonreturnees.  On  average,  the  returnees  grade  point  average  was  10!  100th- grade  points 
higher  than  nonreturnees'  grade  point  average. 

STEP  I was  successful  in  summer  participation  as  92  percent  of  the  cohort  youths  completed 
the  first  summer  and  attracted  70  percent  of  the  cohort  youth  return  for  a second  summer  of 
services.  The  returnees  were  cohorts  who  obviously  wanted  the  most  help,  because  on  average  their 
performance  was  lower  than  that  of  nonretumees.  By  and  large,  the  effects  of  STEP  I were  larger 
for  returnees  than  they  were  for  nonretumees. 

SUMMER  PARTICIPATION 

• On  average,  cohorts  completed  89  percent  of  the  total  233  summer  activity  hours  in  1989  and  the  returnees 
completed  64  percent  of  the  total  233  available  hours  in  1990. 


SEXUAL  BEHAVIOR  AND  ANECDOTAL  COMMENTS 

The  STEP  I cohort  parenting  rate  was  3.8  percent.  Fifteen  male/female  cohorts  were 
characterized  as  most  likely  to  have  a teenage  parenting  and/or  pregnancy  experience.  The 
San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  reported  an  8.2  percent  parenting  rate  in  1990  for  18  to 
19  year  old  and  an  8.4  percent  rate  in  199 1 . The  P/PV  rates  for  two  studies  of  cohorts  3 1/2-to  4 years 
after  program  entry  were  22  and  33  percent,  respectively. 
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Cohorts  expressed  their  understanding  of  what  they  learned  in  STEP  I regarding  appropriate  sexual 
behavior,  as  well  as  other  interesting  perceptions  of  STEP  I experiences  in  focus  group  discussions 
at  three  SFUSD  sites  - Galileo,  Washington  and  Wilson  High  Schools.  Overall,  it  may  be  inferred 
from  the  cohort  responses  suggested  that  the  affective  method  of  instruction  and  counseling  provided 
for  by  STEP  I was  highly  effective,  especially  when  combined  with  the  analysis  of  quantitative 
results.  The  following  transcribed  comments  given  by  STEP  I participants  tell  very  plainly  how  the 
summer  training  and  education  activities  were  made  relevant  to  their  individual  life  experiences. 

WORX  EXPERIENCE 

“It  was  nice -my  first  real  job.  I felt  important.  I had  a paycheck.  I didn’t  have  to  ask  mom  for  school  clothes, 
because  I had  my  own  money.  Ms.  Crum  was  really  nice.  There  were  some  other  nice  people.  You  know, 
it  was  like  family  because  it  helped  me  a lot.” 

“I  had  perfect  auendance  and  a lot  of  recommendations.  A lot  of  good  records  from  my  old  jobs  didn’t  mean 
anything  to  me  when  I was  younger,  but  when  I see  it  now,  it  really  means  a lot” 

“It  was  like  my  first  job . . . and  the  people  . . . knew  what  would  get  me  going  and  stuff.” 

CLASSROOM  INSTRUCTION 

“They  helped  you  in  a classroom  environment,  you  know,  and  we  talked  to  each  other.  It  was  really  nice.” 

“I  read  my  first  two  books,  my  first  real  books  in  STEP.  I didn’t  really  read  a book  until  I got  to  STEP.  I never 
finished  a book  before  then.” 

“In  the  classroom  we  all  worked  together  and  we  started  reading  books.  At  first,  I didn’t  read.  It  wasn’t  until 
I read  The  Color  Purple,  and  that  started  geuing  me  into  reading  books.  My  mom  thought  I was  sick  or 
something . . .” 

UPE  SKILLS 

“STEP  kept  me  off  the  streets.  If  you  have  too  much  time,  all  you  do  is  get  into  Uouble.  When  you  have 
something  to  do,  you  won’ t get  into  trouble.  So,  it  helped  me  in  that  way  to  stay  out  of  Uouble  - to  stop  running 
the  streets.” 

“Most  of  the  kids  were  from  low  income  neighborhoods,  and  from  different  areas  of  the  city.  It  was  nice  to  see 
us  all  come  together  instead  of  fighting  and  screaming . . . It  was  nice  to  see  us  working  together,  reading  books 
together,  you  know  - going  on  field  uips  - stuff  like  that.” 

“Some  nice  kids  came  from  the  ‘other  side’,  over  in  the  Hunter’s  Point  district.  I didn’t  know  they  were  nice 
kids  until  I really  met  them  and  talked  to  them.  It  was  nice  to  talk  to  them.  That  was  a new  experience  for  me 
to  just  talk  to  them.” 

“It  was  like  family,  knowing  everybody,  being  together  and  looking  forward  to  coming  to  STEP  - really 
yearlong  looking  forward  just  to  being  in  STEP  just  to  see  your  old  friends,  you  know.  Thai’s  wliat  1 look 
forward  to.” 

“1  feel  like  we’re  all  like  brothers  and  sisters,  but  I didn’t  come  back  for  the  second  year  because  it’s  like  1 wanted 
to  go  to  school.  But,  then  1 decided  to  slop  going  to  summer  school,  because  I was  going  on  a lot  of  vacations. 

It’s  great  that  those  years  we  all  got  together  like  brothers  and  sisters,  all  races  got  together.” 
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“I  saw  Ms.  Crum  one  summer  downtown  at  their  new  offices.  She  talked  to  me,  you  know,  and  then  as  I was 
thinking  it  just  came  back  to  my  mind  that  the  reason  I was  in  STEP  was  to  do  the  right  thing  and  to  have  a 
future,  and  not  to  waste  it  in  the  streets.  So,  that  pushed  me . . . just  seeing  Ms.  Crum.” 

SEXUAL  BEHAVIOR 

" they  told  me  to  have  sex  was  nothing  to  play  with. . . they  showed  me  how  to  put  a condom  on  and  partly, 
how  to  use  a condom.  They  taught  me  a lot  of  stuff,  and  they  taught  me  about  diseases  and  STD’s  and  stuff 
like  that.  I didn’t  know  what  an  STD  was  until  I went  to  STEP.  They  taught  me  a lot  of  stuff  about  AIDS.” 

“We  did  learn  about  how  to  catch  diseases.  So,  at  first  I didn’t  know  about  the  diseases. . , my  teacher  taught 
me  that  most  diseases  are  caught  by  having  sex,  or  sharing  needles,  or  it  has  to  do  with  blood  or  something  like 
that  That’s  the  first  time  that  I found  out  about  AIDS  and  HIV.  So,  that’s  the  first  day  I stepped  in  there,  they 
talked  about  condoms  protecting  you  from  getting  disease,  like  gonorrhea  and  herpes.” 

CONCLUSIONS 

“I’d  like  to  say  to  people  who’re  coming  to  STEP.  I really  advise  you  to  take  it  seriously  and  to  have  fun  while 
in  STEP.  When  you  get  to  high  school,  really  look  in  and  talk  to  your  counselors  and  know  what  you  have 
to  do  to  pass,  to  graduate  from  high  school  with  that  diploma.  Ms.  Crum  and  Mr.  Bennett  will  help  you  a loL 
Stay  in  touch  with  them.  They’ll  never  turn  their  back  on  you.” 
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TO: 


FROM: 


T>RIVATE  INDUSTRY  f^OUNCIL  do^'  iMPr.rq  dept 
J.  - ^ ~ ^ DE?2  3lC]3 

OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARV 


^^EMORANDUM 


EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS 


EUNICE  ELTOI 


DATE:  NOVEMBER  17,  1993 


SUBJECT:  POLICY  STATEMENTS  FOR  DECEMBER  7 CONSIDERATION 

At  our  August  meeting  your  committee  accepted  (informally),  the  following  two  statements. 


EMPLOYMENT  OF  A TRAINEE  AS  A SOURCE  OF  PLACEMENT  CREDIT 

We  are  always  pleased  to  see  that  a trainee  has  done  so  well  that  the  training  agency  employs  that 
individual  as  a member  of  staff. 

However,  in  a few  cases  a subcontractor  has  hired  enough  trainees  to  raise  the  question:  is  this  a genuine 
hire  for  a long-time  job;  or  is  it  a device  for  building  up  statistical  credit  for  placements  made? 

Proposed  Policy 

When  a training  subcontractor  (not  an  OJT  employer)  hires  a trainee  and  requests  placement  credit,  the 
Vice-President  for  Operations  will  approve  that  credit  provided  that  the  position  is  an  established, 
budgeted  position  known  to  have  become  vacant.  An  exception  may  be  authorized  in  special 
circumstances. 


LOOSENING  PRIOR  CONSTRAINTS  ON  PLACEMENT  CREDIT 

General  policy  of  the  PIC  has  been  to  deny  placement  credit  for  placing  a trainee  with  a temporary  help 
agency.  This  policy  has  been  in  place  for  years,  and  was  intended  to  avoid  placement  for  a short  period  of 
employment  in  jobs  with  no  potential  for  or  commitment  to  long-time  employment. 

Increasingly,  however,  the  characteristics  of  “temporary  help”  employment  has  changed,  and  the  hiring 
practices  of  many  employers  now  emphasize  entry  into  a “temporary  pool”  as  the  way  to  access  full-time 
employment.  We  have  been  losing  access  to  jobs,  and  subcontractors  have  been  losing  placement 
credit,  as  a result. 

Clearly,  we  need  to  determine  policy  in  line  with  the  facts  of  the  employment  situation. 

First,  the  Vice-President  for  Operations  should  continue  to  have  the  authority  to  use  good  judgment  to 
approve  individual  cases  when  the  facts  justify  waiver  of  the  general  rule.  These  policy  statements  provide 
guidance. 

Second,  seasonal  jobs  (for  short  period)  and  temporary  jobs,  should  generally  not  be  approved  for  credit. 
‘Temporary”  must  be  defined  each  time  in  an  individual  determination. 

Third,  the  facts  of  an  employer’s  hiring  practices  should  be  considered:  e.g.,  one  very  large  employer  in 
San  Francisco  puts  all  newly-hired  clerical  workers  into  a pool  from  which  many  departments  draw.  The 
departments  can  retain  or  re-request  a specific  employee  from  the  pool  and  generally  a relationship  based 
on  experience  develops.  After  6 months  the  temporary  worker  can  exit  the  pool  into  the  departmental 
budget;  the  department  takes  this  step,  to  take  advantage  of  the  on-job  training  already  given. 

We  should  not  be  denying  service  to  this  employer,  or  denying  access  to  these  jobs  for  our  trainees. 
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Fourth,  generally  we  would  reject  as  unsuitable  an  employment  offer  requiring  a payment  for  the  job.  (e.g., 
an  employment  agency  requiring  a fee  from  the  job  seeker.)  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  employer  pays,  he 
is  simply  reducing  his  recruitment  costs,  and  we  should  not  deny  credit  for  a placement  which  meets  other 
requirements,  such  as  “reasonably  long-term,  adequate  wages,  etc.” 

Fifth,  there  are  many  variations,  (labor  contractors,  head-hunters,  etc.).  Each  case  should  be  considered 
individually  based  on  the  answer  to  the  question:  is  this  a job  which  can  reasonably  be  expected  to  lead  to 
long-term  employment  or  to  offer  some  specific  benefit  (such  as  entry  into  a formal  apprenticeship)  to  the 
employer  and  the  trainee?  Positive  answers  can  be  approved  by  the  Vice-President  for  Operations.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  employment  conditions  are  self-serving  only  to  the  employer  (or  even  to  the  training 
institution),  approval  should  not  be  granted. 

Specific  Regulations  627.240  (i)  On-Job-Training 

A temporary  employment  agency  may  serve  as  the  employer  of  record  for  purposes  of  providing  OUT 

only  when  such  participants  are  treated  as  all  other  agency  employees  and  not  when  such  agency 
provides  probationary  seasonal,  temporary,  or  intermittent  employment. 

ADDITIONAL  POLICY  STATEMENTS  PROPOSED  BY  STAFF 

Control  of  over-enrollment;  Statement  of  the  problem; 

We  have  for  years  contracted  with  various  entities  to  recruit,  enroll,  train  and  place  in  jobs  JTPA  eligibles, 
specifying  the  numbers  in  each  of  these  service  categories,  with  specified  dollar  amounts  to  be  paid  for 
each.  (We  will  no  longer  have  dollars  attached  to  performance;  but  achievement  of  planned  “numbers”  will 
continue  to  be  an  evaluation  factor.) 

We  have  never  paid  for  “extra”  enrollments,  but  they  have  not  been  forbidden. 

The  contractor  has  been  evaluated  based  on  “placements  compared  with  contracted  (planned)  numbers 
of  placements.” 

However,  our  overall  performance  as  administrators  of  an  SDA  is,  and  should  be,  measured  comparing 
successful  services  to  individuals  as  a % of  the  number  of  person  enrolled  and  given  expectations  of 
training  and/or  jobs,  and  not  by  comparing  figures  on  a contract  document. 

When  a subcontractor  over-enrolls  in  order  to  achieve  a larger  participant  pool  with  the  hope  of  making 
more  placements  it  hurts  the  overall  performance  percentages  for  this  PIC.  See  “Examples”  in  attachment 
2.  It  is  also  a drag  on  our  child  care  funds  (more  on  this  later). 

Proposed  Policy 

It  is  the  policy  of  this  Private  Industry  Council  that  no  subcontractor  is  to  enroll,  for  services,  more 
individuals  than  are  specified  in  that  contract  with  the  PIC.  An  exception  may  be  authorized  by  the  Vice- 
President  for  Operation  on  an  individual  basis  upon  presentation  of  adequate  justification,  such  as 

• long-term  illness  or  incarceration  of  the  trainee,  or 

• trainee  has  moved  from  this  area 

Any  proposed  over-enrollment  which  would  raise  the  number  of  trainees  to  10%  above  the  contracted 
number  requires  approval  by  the  President  of  the  Private  Industry  Council. 
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Determining  a Pattern  of  Failing,  OJT  Employers 
State  Standards 

We  are  required  to  establish  a system  for  determining  employer  eligibility  for  on-the-job  training  contracts 
which  takes  into  consideration  whether  the  employer  has  met  his  or  her  commitment  to  provide  training 
and  employment  opportunities  for  the  participants  under  previous  contracts.  This  employer  eligibility 
determination  system  must  be  based  on  the  following  state-etablished  minimum  standard;  we  may 
establish  additional  and/or  stricter  requirements  if  they  are  at  least  as  stringent  as  all  of  the  following 
standards: 

Pattern  of  Failing:  (State’s  version) 

An  employer  who  has  had  on-the-job  training  contracts  with  an  SDA  is  considered  to  exhibit  a pattern  of 
failing  if: 

• During  the  prior  year,  the  employer  has  had  contracts  for  at  least  20  participants,  and  those 

participants: 

1)  have  not  been  provided  long-term  employment  (defined  as  at  least  six  months)  with  that  employer 
after  completion  of  the  OJT  contract;  or 

2)  have  terminated  any  time  during  the  life  of  the  contract;  or 

3)  have  terminated  during  the  six  month  retention  period  immediately  following  the  contract;  and 

• 25  percent  or  more  of  those  participants  have  not  completed  the  OJT  contract;  or  have  not  been 

retained  in  long-term  employment;  or  have  not  been  provided  comparable  wage,  health  or  employee 

benefits. 

Minimum  Standards: 

1 ) At  least  annually,  SDAs  must  conduct  an  employer  eligibility  assessment. 

2)  Employers  will  be  subject  to  the  assessment  if  the  total  number  of  participants  for  all  contracts 
equals  at  least  20  participants,  and  those  participants  have  worked  at  least  six  months  after 
completion  of  the  OJT  contract  or  have  terminated  any  time  during  the  life  of  the  contract  or  the  six 
month  retention  period  following  the  contract.  At  the  SDA’s  discretion,  the  assessment  may 
include  employers  with  fewer  than  20  OJT  participants. 

3)  Individual  participants  may  be  counted  in  the  employer  assessment  only  once. 

4)  In  determining  a failed  contract,  SDAs  may  take  into  consideration  a situation  in  which  participants 
voluntarily  quit,  are  terminated  for  cause,  or  are  laid  off  due  to  unforeseeable  changes  in  business 
conditions.  If  an  SDA  elects  to  consider  termination  causes  beyond  the  employer’s  control,  the 
SDA  must  establish  specific  guidelines  for  this  consideration,  must  apply  such  guidelines 
consistently  to  all  employers  subject  to  the  annual  assessment,  and  must  document  the 
determination  of  cause. 

5)  For  a period  of  one  year  following  the  annual  assessment,  SDAs  may  not  contract  for  on-the-job 
training  with  employers  who  exhibit  a pattern  of  failing. 
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San  Francisco  Standards 

Generally,  we  do  not  have  20  or  more  trainees  with  the  same  employer.  Our  proposed  policy  states; 

• We  will  conduct  in  January  the  annual  assessment  as  directed  by  the  Job  Training  Partnership 
Division,  including  those  employers  who  have  had  12  or  more  OJT  trainees  in  the  previous  year. 

• As  is  the  policy  of  the  State,  we  will  consider  that  there  is  a Pattern  of  Failing  if  25%  of  the  enrolled  OJT 
trainees  did  not  complete  the  contract  and  work  for  at  least  6 months  thereafter  (the  established 
retention  period). 

We  will  not  consider  the  employer  to  have  “failed”  if  his  failure  to  complete  a contract  within  its  terms  and 
continue  the  worker  in  unsubsidized  employment  was  not  his  decision.  (The  worker  became  seriously  ill, 
was  incarcerated,  refused  to  continue  work,  etc.)  If,  however,  the  termination  was  the  result  of  the 
employer’s  choice  (e.g.,  inadequate  quality  of  work,  determination  of  poor  performance  within  the  final  two 
pay  periods)  that  commitment  will  be  considered  to  have  failed. 

If  there  have  been  only  1 or  2 contracts,  and  at  least  one  has  failed,  the  decision  whether  to  contract  again 
will  be  made  by  the  President.  If  more  than  2,  the  history  shall  be  presented  to  the  President  for 
consideration  if  more  than  1/3  have  been  failed  contracts.  The  President’s  decision  will  be  based  on  all  the 
facts,  not  just  numbers. 

Note:  Subcontractors  and  staff  should  get  the  President’s  decision  on  this  before  offering  contract 

documents  to  the  employer  for  signature. 

Determining  a Pattern  of  Failing,  Training  Subcontractors 

We  always  have  to  start  a new  contract  before  we  have  performance  data  from  the  previous  year.  How 
should  we  address  this  problem?  What  are  our  criteria  for  successful  performance?  What  measures  should 
we  use  to  determine  that  a contractor  is  failing  to  perform? 

The  Committee  of  Contracting  Agencies  was  asked  to  consider  these  questions  and  make 
recommendations  to  the  committee.  They  have  done  so,  and  a copy  of  their  full  report  is  attached. 
(Attachment  1) 

As  they  comment,  many  of  the  items  which  should  be  considered  are  in  the  subcontractor’s  contract. 
They  have  listed  as  critical  items 

• enrollments 

• placements 

• placement  or  positive  termination  rate  (from  the  contract) 

• wage  rate  at  placement 

• participant  characteristics  (from  the  contract) 

To  that  list  I recommend  adding: 

• youth  employment  enhancement  from 

• Adult  employment  enhancement  the  \ 

• GED’s  earned  contract  J 

They  have  recommended  November  and  February  evaluations,  based  on  available  data.  This  should 
specify  that  the  November  review  and  the  February  review,  if  appropriate,  should  consider  data  from  the 
previous  program  year  as  well  as  the  first  or  first  and  second  quarters  of  the  current  year. 
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It  is  my  feeling  that  all  staff  recommendations  for  probation  or  termination  of  a contract  should  be 
considered  by  the  Planning  Committee  before  they  become  final. 

Staff  will  also  take  into  consideration  any  deficiencies  in  performance  such  as: 

:•  failure  to  meet  requirements  such  as  submission  of  reporting  data  to  the  monitor  and  MIS,  or 
otherwise  follow  (within  reason)  directions  included  in  the  PIC  Operations  Manual 

• violations  of  State  or  Federal  laws,  such  as  failure  to  pay  wages  to  employees,  or  to  submit 
required  reports  and/or  payments  to  State  and  Federal  authorities. 

In  March  or  April  all  data  available,  including  facts  from  the  two  previous  reviews,  shall  be  considered  in 
making  contract  recommendations  for  the  following  year.  In  general,  no  contract  is  to  be  awarded  to  nor 
augmentation  of  funding  made  to  a training  contractor  on  probation  for  poor  performance. 

With  these  modifications,  the  CCA  recommendations  are  referred  to  the  Evaluation  Committee  for 
adoption. 
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Attachment  1 


REPORT 


TO 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 


FROM 


COMMITTEE  OF  CONTRACTING  AGENCIES 
SUB-COMMITTEE 
SEPTEMBER  20,  1993 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FR.C.MCISCO 
CONTRACT  EVALUATION  CRITERIA  RECGMA/3ENDATIONS 


At  the  August  20,  19S3  monthly  meeting  of  the  Private  Industry 

Council  Committee  of  Contracting  Agencies,  a sub-committee  was 
established  to  discuss  and  report  to  the  PIC  Evaluation  Committee 
recommendations  for  contract  service  evaluation  criteria. 

After  several  meetings , including  a meeting  with  Ms . Eunice  Elton,’ 
the  sub-committee  has  agreed  on  the  following  recommendations  as 
reflective  of  a portion  of  the  criteria  that  should  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  the  evaluation  of  contracted  services  for  eligible 
JTPA  participants . 

CATEGORIES 

The  sub -commit tee  recommends  that  five  categories  be  considered  in 
evaluating  service  levels  of  funded  agencies . No  single  category 
should  have  a higher  ranking  for  purposes  of  evaluation.  The 
categories  are  as  follows : 

1.  Enrollments 

2 . Placements 

3.  Placement /Positive  Termination  Rate  (determined  by  the 
contractual  agreement) 

4 . Wage  Rate  at  Placement 

5.  Participant  Characteristics  (contractual  agreement 
determines  agency  target  population  for  services) 

PROCESS 

The  above  categories  would  be  utilized  to  determine  service  levels 
consistent  with  those  in  each  agency' s contract . The  following 
outlined  procedures  are  recommended  as  a fair  and  equitable  way  to 
approach  evaluations . They  are  as  follows : 

1.  The  multiple  criteria  categories  above  will  be  utilized  to 
measure  service  levels . 

2.  The  PIC  will  implement  specific  evaluation  periods  to 
review  subcontractor' s service  levels . The  reviews  will 
be  in  November  and  February  and  should  be  based  on 
available  data  on  enrollment  and  placement  levels  as 
agreed  upon  in  the  contract  schedule . 

3 . Should  specific  service  deficiencies  occur,  the  PIC  should 
provide,  in  writing,  timely  notification  to  those 
subcontractors  affected. 
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PROCESS  (CONTINUED) 


4.  A "corrective  action  plan"  should -be  mutually  agreed  upon 
by  the  PIC  staff  and  subcontractor  with  specific  time  given 
to  meet  acceptable  service  levels . 

5.  The  "probation  period",  following  the  corrective  action 
plan,  should  not  exceed  four  months  or  the  next  evaluation 
period. 

6.  Any  actions  to  be  taken  by  the  PIC  which  may  result  in 
agency  expulsion  should  be  subject  to  an  "appeal  process" 
before  final  decision  is  made. 


While  it  is  understood  that  the  recommendations  made  by  this  sub- 
committee are  made  in  the  context  of  the  "old  JTPA  legislation"  and 
contracts  that  are  currently  in  place,  we  strongly  urge  the 
Evaluation  and  Planning  Committees  of  the  Private  Industry  Council 
to  consider  new  and  different  methods  to  evaluate  how  well  we 
provide  services  under  the  "new  legislation" . 

We  can  no  longer  ignore  the  realities  that  face  our  economy,  the 
depth  of  past  inadequacies  for  many  in  our  communities,  nor  the 
emerging  changes  in  education  and  the  workplace.  These  realities 
dictate  to  us  different  programs,  innovative  ideas  and  recognition 
of  successes  from  many  different  perspectives.  Thus  our  view  of 
how  well  we  provide  services  must  also  become  broader,  more 
innovative  and  reflective  of  the  realities  which  exist  for  both  the 
client  and  those  providing  services . 
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SUB-COMMITTEE  REPRESENTATIVES 


1.  ARRIBA  JUNTOS  - MR.  TONY  LUGO 

2.  BAY  AREA  URBAN  LEAGUE,  INC.  - MR.  LARRY  CHATMON,  CHAIRPERSON 

3 . CAREER  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  CENTER  - MS . DENISE  MCCARTHY 

4.  ENG.  SOC.  COMM.  MANPOWER  TRAINING  - MR.  DAN  MCGRUE 

5.  FIL-AM  COUNCIL  OF  S.F.  - MS.  NORMA  TECSON 

6.  JEWISH  VOCATIONAL  SERVICE  - MR.  JIM  KENNEDY 

7.  MISSION  LANGUAGE  AND  VOCATIONAL  SCHOOL  - MR.  RICARDO  ALVA 

8.  RTTI/PARENTS  OF  SUCCESS  - MR.  BRUCE  FRANKS 

9.  SAN  FRANCISCO  VOCATIONAL  SERVICES  - MR.  CRAIG  KING 

10.  SWORDS  TO  PLOWSHARES  - MS.  MARIA  OLIVARES 

11.  THE  FAMILY  SCHOOL  - MS.  NATALIE  LOPES 

12.  CENTER  FOR  EMPLOYMENT  AND  TRAINING  - MS.  DELFINA  GEIKEN 
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Attachment  2 


EXAMPLES  OF  OVER-ENROLLMENT  EFFECTS 
FOR  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 


Effect  of  over-enrolling  — Example  1 
(This  is  an  example,  but  not  fact) 


Sub-K  — contracted  to  enroll 

68 

enrolled 

79 

contracted  to  place 

61 

placed 

54  (89%  of  plan) 

But  placements  as  % of  persons  served  is  68%;  leaves  25  people,  32%  of  those 

enrolled,  not  placed 

Example  2 — (theoretical,  not  actual) 

Sub-K  — contracted  to  serve 

113 

actually  enrolled 

136 

planned  to  place  in  jobs 

85 

actually  placed 

79 

Placement  rate  is 

58% 

If  this  were  an  actual  case,  136  terminated  minus  79  placed  leaves  57  people  not  served 

Example  3 

contracted  to  enroll 

843 

actually  enrolled 

843 

plan  to  place 

639 

actually  placed 

450 

This  would  give  us  a 70%  placement  rate;  but  in  fact  only  52%  of  persons  were  placed,  and  412 

persons  were  not  placed  in  jobs. 

November  17,  1993 


pmVATE  ]^NDUSTRY(^OUNC]^ 


OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

/MEMORANDUM 


/ 


TO; 


EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS 


DATE;  NOVEMBER  29,  1993 


FROM; 


EUNICE  ELTON 


SUBJECT;  MATERIALS  FOR  DECEMBER  7 MEETING 

You  have  a separate  memo  in  this  package,  dated  November  27,  which  relates  to  your  number  1 agenda 
item. 

The  rest  of  the  materials,  attached,  are  “bits  and  pieces”  of  data  of  a qualitative  nature.  You  were 
previously  (on  October  30)  sent  the  basic  data  from  which  almost  all  these  comments  are  drawn. 

At  minimum  we  need  to  consider  these  points. 

• Do  we  need  to  modify  our  commitment  to  high  risk  youths,  in  view  of  the  legislative  mandates  about 
targeting? 

• Do  we  need  to  renew  our  commitment  to  serving  Black  Males,  and  find  some  way  to  make  it  more 
effective? 

• Should  we  target  other  groups,  such  as  the  Homeless,  public  assistance  recipients,  etc.? 

• How  can  we  achieve  more  effective  service  to  Title  III  participants  (reflected  in  placement  rates)? 

• What  to  set  as  a goal  for  non-traditional  placements  of  women? 
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Table  1 


Some  Comparisons  from  Title  IIA  Basic  Performance  PY  ’92 
for  917  Participants 


Characteristic  Potentially  Enrollment  Actual 


Eligible  Population 

Goals 

Enrollments 

Males 

47% 

53% 

47% 

16-21  year  olds 

10% 

— 

38% 

55  years  and  up 

21% 

31% 

6% 

White,  Non-Hispanic 

41% 

10% 

13% 

Black,  Non-Hispanic 

16% 

28% 

27% 

Hispanic  (Non-Asian) 

15% 

22% 

23% 

Asian  and  Pacific  Islanders 

27% 

39% 

37% 

American  Indian/Alaskan 

1% 

1% 

0.3% 

Native 

Vietnamese 

1% 

2% 

— ? 

Filipino 

6% 

8% 

8% 

Chinese 

17% 

24% 

18% 

2Japanese 

2% 

2% 

0.3% 

Limited  English  Proficient 

15% 

43% 

42% 

Disabled 

10% 

10% 

9% 

Offenders 

13% 

11% 

12% 

Single  Parents 

-- 

14% 

17% 

Public  Assistance  Recipients 

32% 

30% 

37% 

AFDC 

9% 

18% 

19% 

GAIN  Registrants 

1% 

1% 

1% 

SSI  Registrants 

— 

5% 

8% 

GA/RCA  Registrants 

10% 

7% 

12% 

Veterans 

9% 

9% 

9% 

Homeless 

— 

3% 

5% 

Comment  concerning  Table  1 

Age  — the  high  enrollment  of  youths  is  accompanied  by  services  under-service  to  persons  55  and 
over;  our  commitment  to  youths  is  laudable,  however 

Race/ethnic  data  — our  tables  do  not  show  “Vietnamese”,  however,  looking  at  the  sub-groups  under 
“Asian  and  Pacific  Islanders",  it  is  probable  that  7%  or  more  were  Vietnamese 

Limited  English  Proficient  — 42%  reflects  our  heavy  commitment  to  English-as-second-language 

Disabled  9%  — this  is  the  closest  we  have  come  in  several  years  to  reaching  our  1 0%  goal  for  this  group 

Public  Assistant  Recipients  — “over-enrollment”  compared  to  planned  percentages  in  each  of  these 
categories  is  to  be  applauded. 
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Table  2 


SOME  PROBLEM  AREAS 


Category 

Placement 

Rate 

Postive  Term  Rate 

Title  III  Formula  Allocation 

34% 

34% 

All,  Title  IIA  Basic 

59% 

77% 

Blacks 

46% 

61% 

GATES/FSET 

41% 

(classroom  training) 

- 

Youth 

47% 

- 

High  risk  youth  (PIC) 

47% 

68% 

Single  mothers  with  child 

47% 

68% 

Ex-offenders 

49% 

61% 

Long-term  AFDC 

39% 

63% 

Teenage  parent 

26% 

44% 

Participants  who  received  child  care 

44% 

67% 

Note:  We  have  no  data,  here,  regarding  services  training  people  for  non-traditional  jobs  for  women. 
We  lack  such  a specific  program. 
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SUPPORTIVE  SERVICES 


In  our  basic  (Title  IIA  78%)  PY'92  year  we  spent 

$ 381 ,91 7 for  support  services,  of 

$3,41 7,899  total  dollars  spent 

These  figures  include  Incentive  funds  (Title  IIA  6%)  spent  for  participants  in  the  basic  programs.  Overall, 

1 1%  of  our  Title  IIA  basic  and  6%  funds  were  spent  for  supportive  services,  well  within  the  expected  15% 
limit. 

Of  the  support  services  funded,  we  spent,  for  direct  services  (exclluding  staff  and  operating  costs); 

Child  care  $224,698 

Transportation  82,745 

Health  714 

Total  direct  costs  $308,157 


Of  the  child  care  direct  payments  — 

$86,230  was  spent  to  care  for  children  of  youth  participants,  (38%)  and 

$138,467  to  care  for  children  of  adults  participants  (62%) 

At  the  same  time,  youths  were  38%  of  our  basic  participants. 

Biggest  user  of  child  care  funds  for  payments  to  providers  was  MLVS  — 

Basic  grant  - for  youths  $1 5,505 

Basic  grant  - for  adults  $76,297 

Title  III -for adults  $3,814 

Second  was  Potrero  Hill  CDC  — direct  costs 


Basic  grant  - for  youths  $18,466 

Basic  grant  - for  adults  $10,767 


Third  was  City  College,  John  Adams  Campus 

Basic  grant  - youths  $3,948 

Basic  grant  - adults  $14,228 

Looking  at  program  performance 

MLVS  — JTPA  expenditures 


Training 
Part,  support 
Non-JTPA  expenditures 


$299,993 

$107,087  (26%  of  total) 
$101,979 
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MLVS  over  - enrolled  - actual  136,  plan  113  (120%) 


Youth  38% 
Placement  rate  58% 
Pos.  term  rate  83% 
Retention  rate  86% 


All  OESL  as  a group 
64% 

86% 

57% 


PHCDC 

BRE 

OCT 

JTPA  expenditures 

$92,738 

$27,658 

Training 

$59,175 

$27,658 

Part  support 

$39,563  (36%) 

0 

Non-JTPA  expenditures 

$25,220 

$105,630 

Under  - enrolled 

22/27 

12/10  (12( 

Youth 

68% 

50% 

Placement  rate 

14%  3 pi. 

25% 

Pos.  term  rate 

64% 

58% 

City  College  — JAC  — OCT 

JTPA  expenditures 

$75,549 

Training 

$52,294 

Part  support 

$23,255  (31%) 

Non  - JTPA 

$50,364 

Youth  10% 

Placement  rate  48% 

OCT  as  a group  53% 

Pos.  term  rate  68% 

67% 

Contractor 

CHILD  CARE  COSTS 
Over-enrollment 

Child  Care 

CCSF- JAC 

124% 

$3,948 

CROC  — 

1 1 6% 

$14,228 

$5,464 

MLVS  — 

1 20% 

$15,5051 

Overhead  is  34%  of  child 

care  costs 

$70,297  J 
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SOME  COMPARISONS  IN  ENROLLMENTS 


High  Risk 

Youths 

Black 

Male 

Planned 

Actual 

Planned 

Actual 

IIA  78% 

274 

264 

157 

137 

3% 

- 

- 

2 

1 

6% 

54 

55 

29 

41 

8% 

40 

33 

0 

0 

Title  III  EDWAA 

0 

0 

0 

4 

Basic  Title  HA 

Non-positive  terminations  Placement  rate 


Entire  basic 
IIA 

18% 

59% 

BRE 

37% 

22% 

OCT/BRE 

28% 

53% 

OESL 

13% 

61% 

OJT 

20% 

74% 

November  29.  1993 


FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  i^OUNCIL 


OF  S/N  FRANCISCO,  INC. 
'j\/I^ORANDUM 


PIC  COUNCIL  MEMBERS 
EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 
POLICY  RECOMMENDATIONS 


The  Evaluation  Committee  reported  to  the  Council  at  its  November  meeting  its  recommendation  of  the 
following  policies  for  administration  of  Job  Training  Partnership  Act  programs. 

Employment  of  a Trainee  as  a Source  of  Placement  Credit 

We  are  always  pleased  to  see  that  a trainee  has  done  so  well  that  the  training  agency  employs  that 
individual  as  a member  of  staff. 

However,  in  a few  cases  a subcontractor  has  hired  enough  trainees  to  raise  the  question:  is  this  a genuine 
hire  for  a long-time  job;  or  is  it  a device  for  building  up  statistical  credit  for  placements  made? 

Proposed  Policy 

When  a training  subcontractor  (not  an  OJT  employer)  hires  a trainee  and  requests  placement  credit,  the 
Vice-President  for  Operations  will  approve  that  credit  provided  that  the  position  is  an  established, 
budgeted  position  known  to  have  become  vacant.  An  exception  may  be  authorized  in  special 
circumstances. 

Loosening  Prior  Constraints  on  Placement  Credit 

General  policy  of  the  PIC  has  been  to  deny  placement  credit  for  piacing  a trainee  with  a temporary  help 
agency.  This  policy  has  been  in  place  for  years,  and  was  intended  to  avoid  placement  for  a short  period  of 
employment  in  jobs  with  no  potential  for  or  commitment  to  long-time  employment. 

Increasingly,  however,  the  characteristics  of  “temporary  help”  employment  has  changed,  and  the  hiring 
practices  of  many  employers  now  emphasize  entry  into  a Temporary  pool”  as  the  way  to  access  full-time 
employment. 

First,  the  Vice-President  for  Operations  should  continue  to  have  the  authority  to  use  good  judgment  to 
approve  individual  cases  when  the  facts  justify  waiver  of  the  general  rule.  These  policy  statements  provide 
guidance. 

Second,  seasonal  jobs  (for  short  period)  and  temporary  joos,  should  generally  not  be  approved  for  credit. 
‘Temporary”  must  be  defined  each  time  in  an  individual  determination. 

Third,  the  facts  of  an  employer’s  hiring  practices  should  be  considered:  e.g.,  one  very  large  employer  in 
San  Francisco  puts  all  newly-hired  clerical  workers  into  a pool  from  which  many  departments  draw.  The 
departments  can  retain  or  re-request  a specific  employee  from  the  pool  and  generally  a relationship  based 
on  experience  develops. 

Fourth,  generally  we  would  reject  as  unsuitable  an  employment  offer  requiring  a payment  for  the  job.  (e.g., 
an  employment  agency  requiring  a fee  from  the  job  seeker.)  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  employer  pays,  he 
is  simply  reducing  his  recruitment  costs,  and  we  should  not  deny  credit  for  a placement  which  meets  other 
requirements,  such  as  “reasonably  long-term,  adequate  wages,  etc.” 
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Fifth,  there  are  many  variations,  (labor  contractors,  head-hunters,  etc.).  Each  case  should  be  considered 
individually  based  on  the  answer  to  the  question:  is  this  a job  which  can  reasonably  be  expected  to  lead  to 
long-term  employment  or  to  offer  some  specific  benefit  (such  as  entry  into  a formal  apprenticeship)  to  the 
employer  and  the  trainee? 

ADDITIONAL  POLICIES  RECOMMENDED  BY  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 
Control  of  over-enrollment;  Statement  of  the  problem: 

We  have  for  years  contracted  with  various  entities  to  recruit,  enroll,  train  and  place  in  jobs  JTPA  eligibles, 
specifying  the  numbers  in  each  of  these  service  categories,  with  specified  dollar  amounts  to  be  paid  for 
each.  (We  will  no  longer  have  dollars  attached  to  performance;  but  achievement  of  planned  “numbers”  will 
continue  to  be  an  evaluation  factor.) 

We  have  never  paid  for  “extra”  enrollments,  but  they  have  not  been  forbidden. 

The  contractor  has  been  evaluated  based  on  “placements  compared  with  contracted  (planned)  numbers 
of  placements.” 

However,  our  overall  performance  as  administrators  of  an  SDA  is,  and  should  be,  measured  comparing 
successful  services  to  individuals  as  a % of  the  number  of  person  enrolled  and  given  expectations  of 
training  and/or  jobs. 

When  a subcontractor  over-enrolls  in  order  to  achieve  a larger  participant  pool  with  the  hope  of  making 
more  placements  it  hurts  the  overall  performance  percentages  for  this  PIC.  It  is  also  a drag  on  our  child 
care  funds  (more  on  this  later). 

Proposed  Policy 

It  is  the  policy  of  this  Private  Industry  Council  that  no  subcontractor  is  to  enroll,  for  services,  more 
individuals  than  are  specified  in  that  contract  with  the  PIC.  An  exception  may  be  authorized  by  the  Vice- 
President  for  Operation  on  an  individual  basis  upon  presentation  of  adequate  justification,  such  as 

• long-term  illness  or  incarceration  of  the  trainee,  or 

• trainee  has  moved  from  this  area 

Any  proposed  over-enrollment  which  would  raise  the  number  of  trainees  to  10%  above  the  contracted 
number  requires  approval  by  the  President  of  the  Private  Industry  Council. 

Determining  a Pattern  of  Failing,  OJT  Employers 

Under  1992  changes  in  JTPA  legislation,  we  are  required  to  establish  a system  for  determining  employer 
eligibilitv  for  on-the-job  training  contracts  which  takes  into  consideration. whether  the  employer  has  met  his 
or  her  commitment  to  provide  training  and  employment  opportunities  for  the  participants  under  previous 
contracts.  The  state  has  drafted,  but  not  issued,  minimum  standards  which  we  may  accept  or  exceed.  If 
an  employer  has  “failed”  by  not  hiring  25%  of  the  trainees,  or  not  retained  them  for  six  months  after 
termination  of  the  contract,  we  may  not  serve  that  employer  (in  an  OJT  contract)  for  a period  of  one  year. 

San  Francisco’s  Standard 

We  will  conduct  in  January  the  annual  assessment  as  directed  by  the  Job  Training  Partnership  Division, 
including  those  employers  who  have  had  12  or  more  OJT  trainees  in  the  previous  year. 

As  is  the  policy  of  the  State,  we  will  consider  that  there  is  a Pattern  of  Failing  if  25%  of  the  enrolled  OJT 
trainees  did  not  complete  the  contract  and  work  for  at  least  6 months  thereafter  (the  established  retention 
period). 
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We  will  not  consider  the  employer  to  have  “failed”  if  his  failure  to  complete  a contract  within  its  terms  and 
continue  the  worker  in  unsubsidized  employment  was  not  his  decision.  (The  worker  became  seriously  ill, 
was  incarcerated,  refused  to  continue  work,  etc.)  If,  however,  the  termination  was  the  result  of  the 
employer’s  choice  (e.g.,  inadequate  quality  of  work,  determination  of  poor  performance  within  the  final  two 
pay  periods)  that  commitment  will  be  considered  to  have  failed. 

If  there  have  been  only  1 or  2 trainees,  and  at  least  one  has  failed,  the  decision  whether  to  contract  again 
will  be  made  by  the  President.  If  more  than  2,  the  history  shall  be  presented  to  the  President  for 
consideration  if  more  than  1/3  have  been  failed  contracts.  The  President’s  decision  will  be  based  on  all  the 
facts,  not  just  numbers. 

Determining  a Pattern  of  Failing,  Training  Subcontractors 

Statement  of  the  problem: 

We  always  have  to  start  a new  contract  before  we  have  performance  data  from  the  previous  year.  How 
should  we  address  this  problem?  What  are  our  criteria  for  successful  performance?  What  measures  should 
we  use  to  determine  that  a contractor  is  failing  to  perform? 

The  Committee  of  Contracting  Agencies  was  asked  to  consider  these  questions  and  make 
recommendations  to  the  committee.  They  have  done  so,  and  a copy  of  their  full  report  is  attached. 
(Attachment  1) 

As  they  comment,  many  of  the  items  which  should  be  considered  are  in  the  subcontractor’s  contract. 
They  have  listed  as  critical  items 

• enrollments 

• placements 

• placement  or  positive  termination  rate  (from  the  contract) 

• wage  rate  at  placement 

• participant  characteristics  (from  the  contract) 

They  have  recommended  November  and  February  evaluations,  based  on  available  data.  This  should 
specify  that  the  November  review  and  the  February  review,  if  appropriate,  should  consider  data  from  the 
previous  program  year  as  well  as  the  first  or  first  and  second  quarters  of  the  current  year. 

The  Evaluation  Committee  recommends: 

While  staff  will  prepare  initial  evaluation  information,  all  such  recommendations  are  to  be  considered  by  the 
Planning  Committee  before  they  become  final.  A letter  of  notification  of  potential  “failure"  designation 
shall  offer  an  opportunity  for  the  subcontractor  to  respond. 

Factors  from  the  subcontract  (as  listed  above)  are  to  be  considered  including: 

enrollments 

placements 

placement  or  positive  termination  rate,  as  appropriate 
wage  rate  at  placement 

participant  characteristics  (compared  with  contracted  number) 

In  addition,  from  comparison  of  achievements  with  contracted  numbers 

• youth  employment  enhancements  (YEE’s) 

• adult  employment  enhancements  (AEE's) 

• GED’s  earned 
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staff  will  also  take  into  consideration  any  deficiencies  in  performance  such  as: 


repeated  failure  to  meet  requirements  such  as  submission  of  reporting  data  to  the  monitor  and 
MIS,  or  otherwise  follow  (within  reason)  directions  included  in  the  PIC  Operations  Manual 

violations  of  State  or  Federal  laws,  such  as  failure  to  pay  wages  to  employees,  or  to  submit 
required  reports  and/or  payments  to  State  and  Federal  authorities. 


In  February  or  April  all  data  available,  including  facts  from  the  two  previous  reviews,  shall  be  considered  by 
the  Planning  Committee  in  recommending  a “probation”  status  during  the  current  program  year,  or 
making  contract  recommendations  for  the  following  year.  In  general,  no  contract  is  to  be  awarded  to,  nor 
augmentation  of  funding  made  to,  a training  contractor  on  probation  for  poor  performance. 


Attachments 

1 . Report  from  the  Committee  of  Contracting  Agencies’  sub-committee 

2.  Assessment  of  Impact:  1989-1990  Summer  Training  and  Education  Program  (STEP  I) 
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^PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  (COUNCIL 

Of\aN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

DOCi  Qpp^ 

1 

NOTICE  of  a PUBLIC  MEETING 
of  the 

EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 

CEO  2 3 m3 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

DATE; 

Wednesday,  January  5,  1994 

TIME: 

iOA.M. -Noon 

LOCATION: 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 

33  Gough  Street 

Auditorium 

^ Agenda 


1 . Public  testimony  on  agenda  items 

2.  Discussion  of  quality  of  overall  program  performance  for  possible  action  in  Program  Year  ’93 

3.  Discussion  of  Program  Year  ’92  data  as  basis  for  starting  Program  ’94  planning  (material  eaetesed)  iaj ) 

4.  STEP  I Evaluation  Report  (distributed  December  7) 

5.  Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items 


Committee  members  please  RSVP  to  Mary  Fernandez  at  621-6853  by  Monday,  January  3rd 


(k 


If  you  require  special  accommodation  due  to  a disability 
please  call  Mary  Fernandez  at  621-6853  or  TDD  621-3832 


Issued  December  27,  1993 
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TO: 

FROM: 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY (^OUNCIL  _ dept. 

OF  SAK  FRANCISCO,  INC.  U T A 


ALL  COUNCIL  MEMBERS 
RAYMOND  R.  HOLLAND 


^^4^* 'Q 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PLn3tte^JBRARY 
DATE:  JANUARY  7.  19^ 


SUBJECT:  ALLOTMENTS  AND  ESTIMATED  ALLOCATIONS  OF  PY'94  JTPA  MONIES 

State  allotments  of  JTPA  monies  for  the  PY'94  portion  of  the  PY'94-'95  Job  Training  Plan  (JTP)  period  were  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  late  last  month;  similar  information  for  PY'93  and  PY'92  was  not  available  until  later. 


CALIFORNIA'S  ALLOTMENTS  FOR  PY'94 


JTPA  TITLE 

OLD  IIA(100%)/a. 
NEWIIA  (100%)  /b. 
IIB-SYETP  (100%) /c. 
NEW  lie  (100%) /d. 


TOTALS 


FORMULA  '92 

$209,066,542 

0 

144,528,261 

0 

53.721.916 

$407,316,719 


(DIFF.) 

<(+16.3%) 

(NA) 

(-25.3%) 

(NA) 

(+10-5%) 

(-2.7%) 


FORMULA  '93 
$ 0 
<135,220,051 
108,023,881 
<93,538,095 
59.364.587 
$396,146,614 


(DIFF.) 

(NA) 

>(+12.1%) 
(+25.7%) 
>(+1 1 .4%) 
f+165.5%1 
(+38.6%) 


FORMULA  '94 

$ 

151,527,011 

135,817,042 

104,229,241 

157.615.820 

$549,189,114 


M.  The  difference  between  Formula  '92  and  ‘93  Allotments  is  the  difference  between  the  allotment  of  "Old  Title 
IIA"  monies  in  PY'92  and  the  sum  of  the  allotments  of  "New  Titles  NA  and  IIC"  monies  in  PY'93  replacing  it. 
"NA"  means  "Not  Applicable";  please  refer  to  footnote 
/c.  All  three  allotments  are  the  sums  of  the  allotments  from  initial  and  supplemental  appropriations. 

"NA"  means  "Not  Applicable'";  please  refer  to  footnote  /a. 


While  the  State  is  responsible  for  calculating  and  allocating  most  of  these  monies  to  California  Service  Delivery  Areas 
(SDAs)  in  accordance  with  formulae  and  other  criteria  contained  in  the  statute,  no  schedule  has  been  announced  for 
accomplishing  either.  To  facilitate  PY'94-'95  planning  in  the  meantime,  the  PIC  Staff  has  calculated  the  following 
estimates  of  San  Francisco's  statutory  minimum  (or  "hold  harmless")  '94  allocations. 


SAN  FRANCISCO'S  ESTIMATED  MINIMUM  ALLOCATIONS  FOR  PY'94 


JTPA  TITLE  1 

FORMULA  '92 

(DIFF.) 

FORMULA  '93 

(DIFF.) 

HOLD  HARM.  '94 

OLD  IIA  (78%)  /e. 

$3,159,098 

<(+7.1%) 

$ 0 

(NA) 

$0 

OLD  HA  (3%-OIP) /f. 

306,884 

<(+7.8%) 

0 

(NA) 

0 

NEW  IIA  (77%)  /g. 

0 

(NA) 

<2,028,064 

>(+11.8%) 

2,266,467 

NEW  IIA  (5%-OlP)  /h. 

0 

(NA) 

<330,811 

>(+12.1%) 

370,705 

IIB-SYETP  (100%) 

4,631,235 

(-30.4%) 

3,077,543 

(+14.1%) 

3,510,982 

NEW  IIC  (82%)  /i. 

0 

(NA) 

<1,355,383 

>(+5.1%) 

1,424,709 

0 

CD 

1 
< 

425.507 

f+57.6%1 

670.499 

(NA) 

NA 

TOTALS 

$8,522,524 

(-12.4%) 

$7,462,300 

>(+1 .5%) 

>$7,572,863 

/e.  The  difference  between  the  Formula  '92  and  '93  Allocations  is  the  difference  between  the  allocation  of  "Old 
Title  IIA  (78%)"  monies  in  PY'92  and  the  sum  of  the  allocations  of  "New  Titles  IIA  (77%)  and  IIC  (82%)" 
monies  in  PY'93  replacing  it. 

I±.  the  difference  between  the  Formula  '92  and  '93  Allocations  is  the  difference  between  the  "Old  IIA  (3%-OIP)" 
allocation  and  the  "New  IIA  (5%-OIP)"  allocation  replacing  it. 

/g.  "NA"  means  "Not  Applicable";  please  refer  to  footnote 
/h.  "NA"  means  "Not  Applicable";  please  refer  to  footnote  /f. 

H.  "NA"  means  "Not  Applicable";  please  refer  to  footnote  [e. 

(\.  There  are  no  "Hold  Harmless"  provisions  for  these  monies  and  there  are  not  any  reasonable  bases  for 
estimating  San  Francisco's  PY'94  formula  allocations  of  them. 


Please  let  us  know  if  there  are  any  questions  or  comments  about  these  estimates.  The  State's  confirmation  of  these 
estimates  or  announcement  of  the  formula  allocations  will  be  distributed  as  soon  as  they  are  received. 

cc:  PIC  Staff,  Subcontractors,  and  Members  of  the  Planning  Committee 
Jaqui  Sikoryak,  EDD/JTPD 
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MEMORANDUM 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


TO:  ALL  COUNCIL  MEMBERS  DATE:  JANUARY  5.  1994 

MAYOR  JORDAN 

FROM:  LESLIE  LUTTGENS  JjL. 

CHAIRWOMAN  f ^ ^ ^ 

SUBJECT:  INITIAL  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  SAN  FRANCISCO'S 

PY'94-'95  JOB  TRAINING  PLAN 

Background: 

By  this  date,  the  broad  outlines  of  a Job  Training  Plan  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  for  the 
subsequent  biennial  period  beginning  next  July  would  normally  have  been  established  based: 

• on  this  Committee’s  public  hearings  and  evaluations  of  performance  in  the  current  and  previous 
years'  overall  programs; 

• on  major  changes  observed  in  San  Francisco's  eligible  populations  and  labor  market;  and 

• on  new  Federal,  State,  or  City  initiatives  that  have  been  established  and  communicated 
so  that  an  overall  program  design  can  be  formulated  and,  based  on  it; 

• solicitations  of  proposed  PIC  Subcontracts  formulated  by  the  Planning  Committee; 

• approved  by  both  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  and  issued  within  the  next  few  weeks; 

• responses  to  those  solicitations  evaluated  and  recommended  in  public  hearings  held  by  the 
Planning  Committee; 

• PIC  Subcontractors  selected  and  the  Job  Training  Plan  completed  and  concurrently  by  the  Council 
and  the  Mayor;  and 

• submitted  to  the  Governor,  all  by  the  statutory  date  of  April  12th  of  this  year. 

While  some  evaluations  of  program  performance  have  been  completed,  some  changes  in  San  Francisco's 
eligible  populations  have  been  observed,  and  fragments  of  some  new  initiatives  communicated,  there  is 
still  a substantial  amount  of  information  that  is  expected  about  state  and  federal  initiatives  but  that  is  not  yet 
available.  As  a result,  the  Committee  is  recommending  that  we  proceed  as  follows: 

The  final  Federal  regulations  for  the  amended  Job  Training  Partnership  Act  (JTPA)  have  still  not  been 
issued.  The  Committee  recommends  that  we  proceed  based  the  "Interim  Final  Rule"  of  December  of 
1992,  noting  in  cases  of  disparities  or  ambiguities  the  specific  interpretation  being  recommended,  its 
source,  why  it  is  being  recommended,  and  what,  if  any,  risks  may  be  assumed  by  the  PIC  in  adopting  that 
specific  interpretation. 


Outside  of  the  amended  Act's  requirements  for  these  plans,  the  following  initiatives  potentially  affect  San 
Francisco’s  PY'94-'95  Job  Training  Plan  and  should  be  monitored  accordingly: 
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• Two  versions  of  a "Schooi-to-Work  Opportunities  Act"  are  now  being  considered  by  Congress, 
numerous  position  papers  concerning  its  implementation  have  been  circulated,  planning  grant 
applications  have  been  solicited  from  interested  states  (California  is  applying),  and  grant  applications 
under  the  Perkins  Vocational  and  Applied  Technology  Education  Act  for  "Community  Education 
Employment  Centers"  (CEECs)  are  being  solicited  by  February  1 1th. 

• The  Labor  Department  has  been  working  on  proposed  legislation  for  displaced  workers,  possibly  to 
replace  JTPA  Title  111.  The  latest  name  for  it  is  "Workers'  Security  System"  but  no  date  has  been 
announced  for  submitting  this  proposed  legislation  to  Congress  or  for  authorizing  demonstrations 
of  what  it  would  authorize. 

• The  (Labor)  "Secretary's  Commission  on  Achieving  Necessary  Skills"  (SCANS)  continues  to  meet 
regularly  with  the  expectation  that  its  eventual  products  (i.e.,  national  skill  standards,  etc.)  will 
provide  a framework  for  both  "School-to-Work"  and  "Workers'  Security  System"  programs  (and  for 
which  the  San  Francisco  Assessment  Center  could  be  a key  ingredient). 

• On  December  1st,  the  Labor  Department  announced  that  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco's 
proposed  site  of  Treasure  Island  for  a new  Job  Corps  Center  under  JTPA  Title  IVB  is  among  the  25 
finalist  across  the  Nation,  that  additional  site  visits  are  now  being  conducted  by  its  representatives, 
and  that  sites  for  approximately  nine  new  centers  will  be  announced  by  the  end  of  March. 

• On  December  22nd,  the  Labor  Department  issued  a Solicitation  for  Grant  Applications  (SGA)  for  up 
to  25  new  "Youth  Fair  Chance  Programs"  under  JTPA  Title  IVD  with  all  applications  to  be  received  in 
Washington,  D.C.  on  or  before  March  22nd. 

Recommended  emphases  for  eligibles  to  be  served  in  PY'94-'95; 

It  is  already  known  that,  based  on  performance  of  the  PIC  and  its  subcontractors  in  the  PY'92  Title  IIA 
(78%)  Program,  San  Francisco  will  be  receiving  a Titles  IIA  and  IIC  (5%)  Incentive  Award  later  this  year  but 
the  amount  of  that  award  cannot  yet  be  determined. 

The  Committee  recommends  continued  use  of  some  of  that  award  to  support  the  costs  of  the  STEP'S 
"School  Year  Support"  component. 

It  also  recommends  continuation  of  the  Joseph  S.  Bailey  Memorial  Program  for  those  eligibles  with  particu- 
larly low  basic  educational  skills  provided: 

• that  financial  resources  from  sources  other  than  JTPA  can  be  committed  to  defray  some  or  all  of  the 
extraordinary  costs  of  supportive  services  that  are  expected  for  this  particularly  difficult  population; 
and, 

• if  such  additional  resources  cannot  be  committed,  that  the  design  and  performance  characteristics 
of  the  program  be  modified  so  that  its  performance  characteristics  are  compatible  with  the  perfor- 
mance standards  required  for  Titles  IIA  (77%)  and  IIC  (82%)  Subpart  Programs. 

It  is  not  now  expected  that  the  State's  representatives  will  be  able  to  provide  promptly  the  statistical 
profiles  of  San  Francisco's  JTPA  Title  II  eligible  populations  that  have  heretofore  been  considered  one  of 
the  key  components  in  establishing  enrollment  goals  for  San  Francisco's  Job  Training  Plans. 

As  a result,  the  Committee  recommends: 

• that  the  enrollment  goals  and  equity  considerations  approved  for  the  PY'92-'93  Job  Training  Plan 
(refer  to  the  January  3rd  1992  table  attached  as  the  fifth  page  to  this  report)  be  approved  in  concept 
for  San  Francisco's  PY'94-'95  Job  Training  Plan  with  the  following  two  modifications: 


substitute  "hard  to  serve  youths"  as  defined  in  the  amended  Act  for  the  State's  "High  Risk 
Youths"  and  the  PIC's  "At  Risk  Youths";  and 


• raise  three  enrollment  goals  for  homeless  individuals  from  four  to  five  percent  (the  actual 
enrollment  rate  obtained  in  PY'92); 

• that  the  PIC  Staff  apply  any  new  EDD/LMID  eligible  profile  data  to  the  determination  of  new 
enrollment  goals  for  PY'94-'95  in  a manner  that  is  consistent  with  that  used  in  establishing  the  PY'92- 
‘93  enrollment  goals;  and 

• that  the  PIC  Staff  report  the  results  of  those  applications  to  the  new  profile  data  back  to  the 
Committee,  time  permitting. 

The  overwhelming  majority  of  these  approved  enrollment  goals  were  met  in  all  relevant  PY'92  Subpart 
Programs  and  they  continue  to  reflect  equitably  the  relative  job  training  needs  of  San  Francisco's  econom- 
ically disadvantaged  population  segments. 

In  addition,  among  other  desired  programs  the  Committee  recommends  that  the  Request  for  PY'94-'95 
Title  II  Proposals  (RFP)  contain: 

• a specific  solicitation  for  proposed  training  programs  for  homeless  individuals  or  families  that  include 
an  enhanced  support  system  (e.g,  similar  to  case  management)  that  will  address  problems  of 
housing,  financial  maintenance,  life  skills,  career  counseling,  and  self-esteem  with  the  commitment 
of  monies  from  sources  other  than  just  JTPA; 

• a specific  solicitation  for  proposed  training  programs  for  eligible  women  in  occupations  that  are  not 
considered  to  be  "traditional  occupations  for  women"  (i.e.,  less  than  25%  of  the  workforce 
employed  in  that  occupation  are  women)  as  determined  by  national,  statewide,  or  local  labor  force 
data  (at  present,  only  the  former  two  are  available);  and 

• unless  a single  overall  process  is  prescribed  for  all  proponents,  a requirement  that  all  proposals 
describe  the  precise  processes,  including  the  responsible  parties,  through  which  individuals 
targeted  for  enrollment  will  be: 

• identified  and  recruited; 

• determined  and  certified  eligible  by  authorized  representatives  of  the  PIC; 

• provided  with  an  "objective  assessment"  of  skills,  interests,  and  aptitudes  (if  sources  other  than 
the  San  Francisco  Assessment  Center  are  contemplated); 

• determined  and  certified  eligible  by  authorized  representatives  of  the  PIC  (if  not  performed 
previously); 

• referred  to  the  appropriate  sen/ices  or  training  within  or  outside  of  San  Francisco's  JTPA 
Program  System; 

• provided  with  the  appropriate  training  and  services  within  or  outside  of  San  Francisco's  JTPA 
Program  System;  and 

• placed  in  the  appropriate  job  or  in  otherwise  appropriate  opportunities  (e.g.,  continuing 
education  or  training,  etc.)  especially  in  Title  III  Programs. 


Labor  demand  that  should  be  emphasized  in  PY'94-'95: 


In  August  of  1993  the  Labor  Market  Information  Division  of  the  State's  Employment  Development 
Department  (EDD/JTPD)  published  its  periodic  "Projections  of  Employment  1990-1997  by  Industry  and 
Occupation"  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Enclosed  are  excerpts  from  that  report,  particularly 
data  on  occupations  that  are  projected  to  experience  the  largest  numbers  of  new  job  opportunities  (in 
Table  4 on  page  13)  and  data  on  occupations  that  are  projected  to  experience  the  highest  rate  of  growth 
in  new  job  opportunities  (in  Table  5 on  page  1 4)  during  the  period  from  1 990  to  1 997. 

These  projections  are  based  on  a model  that  integrates  recent  historical  data  from  various  sources  with 
certain  economic  assumptions  about  San  Francisco's  businesses  and  industries  and  (as  a result  of  those 
factors  and  of  projected  changes  in  both  technology  and  regulations)  in  a certain  occupational  mix.  The 
specific  methodology  and  economic  assumptions  used  in  formulating  these  projections  are  described  on 
the  attached  pages  38-40. 

While  the  numbers  of  San  Francisco  jobs  in  many  occupations  are  expected  to  increase  between  1990 
and  1997,  it  may  be  equally  significant  that  the  numbers  of  jobs  in  certain  other  occupations  (e.g., 
bookkeeping  clerks,  data  entry  clerks,  etc.)  are  expected  to  decline  during  this  same  period  of  time. 
Although  not  incorporated  in  the  attached  excerpts  (due  to  space  and  cost  limitations),  the  EDD/JTPD 
report  also  contains  projected  increases  and  decreases  in  San  Francisco  jobs  for  874  specific  occupations 
with,  for  each  occupation,  the  projected  numbers  of  additional  opportunities  due  to  separations  (e.g., 
retiremements,  job  changes,  etc.)  also  displayed. 

Please  contact  the  PIC  or  the  EDD/LMID  for  access  to  these  additional  detailed  occupational  projections. 
Complete  individual  copies  of  this  report  and  of  similar  reports  for  other  Service  Delivery  Areas  in  the  Bay 
Area  may  be  obtained  by  submitting  a written  request  to: 

State  of  California 

EMPLOYMENT  DEVELOPMENT  DEPARTMENT 
Labor  Market  Information  Division 
Post  Office  Box  7774 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

Data  in  these  reports  should  not  be  considered  exhaustive;  for  many  of  the  occupations  listed,  both  the 
EDD/LMID  and  the  PIC  have  other  additional  information  (i.e.,  occupational  guides,  targeted  labor  market 
studies,  etc.)  that  may  be  of  value  in  designing  specific  educational  or  job  training  programs  and  there  may 
be  other  sources  of  information  (e.g.,  different  historical  data,  different  economic  assumptions,  etc.)  that 
result  in  different  projections  for  certain  occupations. 

cc:  Members,  Planning  Committee 

Members,  Evaluation  Committee  (w/o  enclosed  EDD/LMID  report) 

PIC  Staff  and  Subcontractors  (w/o  enclosed  EDD/LMID  report) 

Jaqui  Sikoryak  and  Linda  Kalvelage,  EDD/JTPD  (w/o  enclosed  EDD/LMID  report) 

Ed  Champlin  and  Doug  Perron,  EDD/LMID-Coastal  Region  (w/o  enclosed  EDD/LMID  report) 
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1 1980'  CE~N~SUS" 

1 SUBSTANTIAL  TOTAL 

1 SEGMENTS  POPULATION 

"TOTAL  NO. 678,674 

TOTAL  % 100% 

FEMALES  50% 

MALES  50% 

AGES  14-15  NA 

AGES  16-21-  10% 

AGES  22-24  NA 

AGES  25-54  60% 

AGES  55+  30% 

•<A.A.  FACTOR:  40Q.FOR -AGES  16-2riN 

AM.IND.ETAL,(NH)-  0% 

ASIANS  & P.l.  (NH)  • 21% 

. [ASIANS  (NH)I  • [15%] 

. [PAC.ISL^NDERS(NH)r  [6%] 

BLACKS (NH)-  13% 

HISPANICS*  13% 

WHITES  (NH)  53% 

OTHEFIS  (NH)  0% 

‘<AA.  FACTORS:  1.20  FOR  -MINORITIES  E 

SCHOOL  DROPOUTS  NA 

STUDENTS  NA 

GRADUATES  & POST  H.S  NA 

. [H.S.GRAD  & EQUIV]  [NA] 

. [POST  H.S.  STUDENTS]  [NA] 

READING  LEVEL  <7TH  GRADE  NA 

LIMITED  ENG.  PROFICIENT  3% 

DISABLED  2% 

OFFENDER  2% 

SINGLE  HD  OF  HSEHOLD  (PARENT)  3% 

Ul  CLAIMANTS  6% 

LONG-TERM  UNEMPLOYED  3% 

NOT  IN  LABOR  FORCE  32% 

PUBLIC  ASST.  RECIPIENTS  8% 

. [AFDC  RECIPIENTS]  [2%] 

. (GAIN  PARTICIPANTS]  [0%) 

. [SSI/SSP  RECIPIENTS]  [5%] 

. [GA/RCA  RECIPIENTS]  [1%] 

FOOD  STAMP  RECIPIENTS  2% 

•'^^l^LED]  [1%1 

. [VIETNAM -ERA]  [1%] 

. [REC.SEPAflATED]  . [NA] 

HIGHRISKYOUIHS(SFDLF)  NA 

HOf4ELFSS  ADULTS  AND  YOUTHS  NA 

SECSiyED  AUG  1 9 1993 
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EMPLOYMENT  DEVELOPMENT  DEPARTMENT 
LABOR  MARKET  INFORMATION  DIVISION 
AREA  INFORMATION  GROUPS 


This  state  map  provides  the  address  and  phone  number  of  the  iabor 
market  information  office  for  each  county  and  the  state. 


INTRODUCTION 


As  a product  of  the  California  Cooperative  Occupational  Information  System  (CCOIS), 
formerly  known  as  the  State/Local  Cooperative  Labor  Market  Information  (LMI) 
Program,  this  PROJECTIONS  report  is  for  the  use  of  a variety  of  individuals  and 
organizations  interested  in  the  labor  market.  Combined  with  other  data,  the 
projections  presented  here  can  help  students,  jobseekers,  and  counselors  identify 
promising  career  and  employment  directions;  they  can  help  vocational  education  and 
training  planners  decide  which  programs  to  initiate,  expand,  decrease  or  eliminate; 
and  they  can  help  private  sector  economic  development  planners  and  private  industry 
decision  makers  plan  for  the  future.  In  addition  to  this  report,  the  CCOIS  will  provide 
one  or  more  reports  and  analyses  of  specific  occupations  which  have  been  surveyed 
locally  for  employer  information  about  the  availability  of  trained  workers,  recruitment 
practices,  qualifications  needed,  earnings  and  hours,  advancement  patterns,  and 
outlook.  These  reports  will  be  available  through  the  San  Francisco  County  Private 
Industry  Council.  For  more  information  contact  your  local  Private  Industry  Council  at 
(415)  621-6853. 

These  projections  show  the  expected  change  in  the  number  of  jobs  in  an  area  both  by 
industry  (where  the  jobs  are  located  within  the  economy)  and  by  occupation  (what  the 
jobs  are)  over  a seven-year  period.  The  report  addresses  industry  and  occupational 
changes  separately,  with  each  section  covering  projections  for  the  same  time  period. 

This  report  is  divided  into  several  sections.  It  begins  with  an  area  profile  and  is 
followed  by  a discussion  of  trends  for  major  industry  divisions  and  occupational 
groups,  and  includes  tables  which  show  detailed  industry  and  occupational 
employment  projections.  A discussion  of  the  data  sources  and  underlying  economic 
assumptions  follows  this.  Finally,  an  alphabetical  index  of  the  occupational  categories 
used  in  this  report  is  presented. 

The  projections  contained  in  this  report  were  developed  using  an  Occupational 
Employment  Statistics  (OES)  survey-based  industry-occupational  matrix  system.  The 
report  includes  wage  and  salary  employment,  but  does  not  include  self-employment  or 
agricultural  employment,  with  the  exception  of  selected  agricultural  services.  For  a 
more  detailed  description  of  the  methods  and  data  sources  used  in  this  report,  see  the 
Methods  and  Economic  Assumptions  section. 


SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY 


AREA  PROFILE 

SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY 


The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  located  on  the  hilly  tip  of  a peninsula  in 
Northern  California,  surrounded  by  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  San  Francisco  Bay  on  three 
sides  and  San  Mateo  County  to  the  south.  The  maritime  climate  provides  year-round 
cool  temperatures  and  morning  and  evening  fog.  At  46.7  square  miles  (approximately 
seven  by  seven  miles),  it  is  the  smallest  county  in  the  State.  With  close  to  three- 
quarters  of  a million  people,  it  is  one  of  the  most  densely  populated  cities  in  the  nation, 
with  less  than  half  of  the  residents  in  single-family  houses. 

The  significant  multicultural  mix  of  its  residents  gives  San  Francisco  its  cosmopolitan 
image  and  diverse  labor  force.  Well  over  one-half  million  jobs  within  San  Francisco 
provide  work  for  about  three-fourths  of  the  resident  labor  force  of  approximately 
400,000,  and  some  250,000  people  commuting  from  neighboring  counties.  About  one- 
half  of  these  jobs  are  concentrated  in  the  services  and  retail  and  wholesale  trade 
sectors,  many  of  them  to  serve  the  number  one  industry  focus:  tourism. 

Visitors  from  other  counties,  states  and  countries  stream  into  San  Francisco  every  day 
(over  13  million  in  1991)  and  annually  spend  almost  four  billion  dollars  within  the  local 
economy,  according  to  the  San  Francisco  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau. 

Besides  being  a major  tourist  attraction,  San  Francisco  serves  as  business 
headquarters  for  scores  of  companies,  including  about  two  dozen  in  the  Fortune  500. 
The  City/County  also  functions  as  a gateway  for  world  trade,  with  its  many  foreign 
consulates  and  trade  offices  and  significant  activity  in  import/export  and  foreign 
investment.  The  financial  district,  anchored  by  a Federal  Reserve  Bank  and  the  Pacific 
Stock  Exchange,  provides  tens  of  thousands  of  jobs.  It  serves  as  a focal  point  for 
corporate  offices  and  the  scores  of  large  and  small  companies  providing  goods  and 
services  to  the  business  community.  The  downtown  is  also  San  Francisco's  retailing 
center,  accounting  for  many  of  the  City's  75,000  retail  trade  jobs  and  24  billion  dollars 
annually  spent  on  retail  goods  (1991  estimates). 

San  Francisco's  land  area  is  mostly  built  out.  Currently,  the  only  large  tract  of 
developable  land  is  an  area  called  "Mission  Bay"  (between  the  China  Basin  and  Central 
Basin).  Plans  for  the  area  call  for  significant  residential  and  commercial  development 
over  the  next  20  years.  In  addition,  San  Francisco's  military  installations  at  the  Presidio, 
Treasure  Island  and  Hunter's  Point  Naval  Shipyard  are  expected  to  be  converted  to 
civilian  use  by  the  end  of  the  century. 


3 


INDUSTRY  TRENDS 


INDUSTRY  CHART 

EMPLOYMENT  BY  MAJOR  INDUSTRY 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1983  - 1990  - 1997 


EMPLOYMENT 


CONST  TRADE  TRADE 


TABLE  1 

EMPLOYMENT  BY  MAJOR  INDUSTRY  0) 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1983  - 1990  - 1997 


INDUSTRY  TTTLE 

TOTAL,  NONAGRICULTURAL 
MINING  & CONSTRUCTION 
MANUFACTURING 

TRANSPORTATION  & PUBUC  UTILITIES 
WHOLESALE  TRADE 
RETAIL  TRADE 

FINANCE,  INSURANCE,  & REAL  ESTATE 

SERVICES 

GOVERNMENT  (2) 


1983  %OF 

EMPLOYMENT  TOTAL. 

546.300  100.0% 

16.100  2.9% 

47,700  8.7% 

50.100  9.2% 

33.500  6.1% 

69,400  12.7% 

84.500  15.5% 

160,200  29.3% 

84,800  15.5% 


1990  %OF 

EMPLOYMENT. -TOIAL- 

573,100  100.0% 

15,700  2.7% 

39,100  6.8% 

38,500  6.7% 

29.800  5.2% 

78,900  13.8% 

75.800  13.2% 

202,500  35.3% 

92.800  16.2% 


1997  %OF 

EMPLOYMENT  TOTAL 

582,000  100.0% 

15.500  2.7% 

37,000  6.4% 

37,000  6.4% 

27,300  4.7% 

81.500  14.0% 

71,600  12.3% 

220.300  37.9% 

91.800  15.8% 


1/  March  1991  Benchmarlt.  Employment  is  reported  by  place  of  work  and  excludes  self-employed  persons,  unpaid  farnily  wc^ers.  and 
those  involved  in  labor-management  trade  dispxjtes  These  data  are  based  on  Standard  Inoustnal  Classifications.  Annual  average 
industry  detail  may  not  add  up  to  totals  duo  to  independent  rounding.  Projections  data  exclude  some  service  workers. 

2/  Includes  all  civilian  government  employees  regardless  of  the  activities  in  which  they  are  engaged. 


INDUSTRY  PROJECTIONS 


INDUSTRY  TRENDS  AND  OUTLOOK 


From  1990  to  1997,  nonag ricultural  employment  in  San  Francisco  County  will  grow  by 
8,900  jobs,  including  both  full-time  and  part-time  positions.  Services  and  retail  trade 
will  account  for  all  the  payroll  gains  during  this  period.  All  other  industry  divisions  will 
lose  jobs.  These  projections  take  into  account  the  loss  of  several  thousand  jobs  during 
the  economic  recession  of  the  early  part  of  this  period. 

The  services  industry  division  will  gain  the  majority  of  new  jobs  during  the  forecast 
period.  Currently  accounting  for  over  one-third  of  all  jobs  in  San  Francisco,  services 
will  add  17,800  new  jobs  from  1990  to  1997.  Business  services;  engineering, 
accounting,  and  research  services:  health  services;  and  legal  services  are  the  largest 
categories  within  the  division.  Substantial  payroll  gains  are  expected  for  business 
services,  particularly  in  the  largest  of  the  business  service  industries,  such  as  help 
supply  services,  employment  agencies,  building  maintenance,  advertising  agencies, 
and  detective,  guard,  and  armored  car  services.  Legal  services  will  also  grow  at  a 
substantial  rate--9.6  percent--during  the  forecast  period.  Engineering,  accounting, 
research,  management,  and  related  services  will  expand  by  1,600  jobs  by  1997. 
Currently,  about  half  of  this  industry  group  is  engaged  in  engineering  and  architectural 
services.  Likewise,  health  services  will  gain  many  new  jobs  during  the  next  several 
years.  Most  of  this  gain  will  be  in  facilities  such  as  doctors’  and  dentists’  offices,  home 
health  care  services,  and  outpatient  clinics,  with  little  job  growth  in  hospitals. 

Retail  trade  will  experience  modest  job  growth  during  the  forecast  period.  The 
largest  employment  gains  are  expected  in  food  stores,  restaurants,  and  apparel  stores. 
Plenty  of  new  retail  space  will  become  available  during  the  next  several  years, 
including  remodeling  of  ground-level  floors  for  retailing.  Much  of  this  growth  is 
reflected  in  the  1,600  job  gain  expected  in  other  retail  trade.  However,  intense 
competition  and  changes  in  consumer  spending,' prompted  by  the  recession,  will  slow 
overall  employment  growth  in  retail  trade  during  the  first  part  of  the  forecast  period  and 
contribute  to  job  losses  in  department  stores  and  no  growth  in  payrolls  of  auto  dealers 
and  service  stations. 

Government  employment  will  decline  during  the  forecast  period.  The  small  job  gains 
in  state  and  local  government  will  be  offset  by  a substantial  loss  of  federal  jobs. 
Defense  cutbacks  and  the  relocation  of  some  workers  to  the  new  federal  building  in 
Oakland  will  shrink  San  Francisco’s  share  of  government  payrolls. 

Employment  within  the  finance,  insurance,  and  reai  estate  division  will  drop  by 
4,200  jobs  by  1997.  The  county’s  financial  sector  will  experience  large  job  losses,  due 
mainly  to  restructuring  and  relocation  within  the  banking  and  the  savings  and  loan 
industries.  Likewise,  the  insurance  industry  will  experience  some  “downsizing”  and 
relocation,  dropping  1,200  jobs  from  payrolls.  Offsetting  a small  portion  of  these  losses 
will  be  the  continuing  slow  growth  in  the  San  Francisco  real  estate  industry. 

In  the  transportation,  communications,  and  public  utilities  division,  total 
employment  will  drop  by  1,500.  Payrolls  will  decline  or  remain  flat  in  all  transportation 
industries,  except  air  transportation  and  transportation  services.  Cutbacks  will  also 


INDUSTRY  PROJECTIONS 


continue  in  communications  as  automation  and  relocation  reduce  the  need  for  local 
workers. 

Manufacturing  employment  within  the  county  will  continue  to  decline,  as  it  has, 
almost  steadily,  since  1980.  The  largest  job  losses  are  expected  in  fabricated  metals 
and  machinery  manufacturing.  The  number  of  jobs  in  most  other  manufacturing  groups 
will  drop  or  will  finish  the  forecast  period  at  the  same  level  as  that  of  1990.  The 
exceptions  to  this  trend  will  be  payrolls  in  instruments  and  apparel,  which  are 
expected  to  increase  slightly. 

Retrenchment  and  consolidation  in  wholesale  trade  will  result  in  the  loss  of  1,500 
jobs  in  durable  goods  and  1 ,000  jobs  in  nondurable  goods  trade. 

After  a substantial  drop  during  the  early  part  of  the  forecast  period,  construction 
employment  will  rebound  to  a 1997  level  200  jobs  below  that  of  1990.  The  decline  will 
be  limited  to  payrolls  of  the  contractors  and  builders  of  residential  and  nonresidential 
buildings.  Special  trades  construction  can  expect  a small  employment  increase  as 
San  Francisco’s  older  buildings  provide  plenty  of  renovation  work. 
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TABLE  2 

EMPLOYMENT  BY  INDUSTRY  0) 

1990  ANNUAL  AVERAGE  AND  1997  PROJECTED  EMPLOYMENT 

SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY 


INDUSTRY  TITLE 


TOTAL  NONAGRICULTURAL 


573,100  582,000  8,900 


MINING  & CONSTRUCTION 


10-14, 15-17  15,700  15,500 


-200 


MANUFACTURING 

DURABLE  GOODS 
PRIMARY  & FABRICATED  METALS 
TRANSP  EQUIP 
OTHER  DURABLES 
NONDURABLE  GOODS 
FOOD  4 KINDRED  PROD 
APPAREL  4 TEXTILE  PRODUCTS 
PRINTING  4 PUBUSHING  INDUSTRIES 
OTHER  NONDURABLES 


20-39  39,100 

24-25, 32-39  6,600 

33,34  1,500 

37  1,000 

24-5,  32,  5.  6.  8 4,100 

20-23, 26-31  32,500 

20  5,000 

23  14,100 

27  9.400 

21-22,  26,  28-31  4,000 


37,000 

5,500 

1,100 

800 

3,600 

31,500 

4,800 

14,200 

9,200 

3,300 


-2,100 

-1,100 

-400 

-200 

-500 

-1,000 

-200 

100 

-200 

-700 


TRANSPORTATION  4 PUBUC  UTILITIES 
TRANSPORTATION 
COMMUNICATIONS  4 UTILITIES 


40-49  38,500 

40-42, 44^7  20.400 

48-49  18,100 


37.000  -1,500 

20.000  -400 

17.000  -1,100 


WHOLESALE  TRADE 


50-51  29,800  27,300 


-2,500 


RETAIL  TRADE 

GEN  MERCHANDISE 
FOOD  STORES 
APPAREL  4 ACCESSORIES 
EATING  4 DRINKING  PLACES 
OTHER  RETAIL 


52-59  78,900 

53  7,900 

54  8,400 

56  9,500 

58  , . 32,300 

52,  55.  57.  59  20,800 


81,500  2,600 

7,700  -200 

8,900  500 

9,800  300 

32,700  400 

22.400  1,600 


RNANCE,  INSURANCE,  4 REAL  ESTATE 
FINANCE 
INSURANCE 
REAL  ESTATE 


60-67  75,800 

60-62, 67  46,000 

63-64  19,300 

65  10,500 


71,600  -4,200 

42,700  -3.300 

18,100  -1,200 

10,800  300 


SERVICES 

HOTELS  4 OTHER  LODGING  PLACES 

BUSINESS  SERVICES 

HEALTH  SERVICES 

LEGAL  SERVICES 

SOCIAL  SERVICES  4 MEMBERSHIP 

ENGNR,  ACCT,  RSRCH,  MGMTSERV 

OTHER  SERVICES 


70-89  202,500 

70  18,300 

73  53,300 

80  25,400 

81  20,800 

83, 86  22,400 

87  30,200 

32,100 


220,300  1 7,800 

19,000  700 

62.300  9,000 

27.200  1,800 

22,800  2.000 

23.900  1.500 

31,800  1.600 

33.300  1.200 


GOVERNMENT  (2) 

FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
STATE  AND  LOCAL 


92,800 

28.600 

64,200 


91,800 

26.500 

65.300 


•1,000 

-2.100 

1,100 


-1.3% 

-5.4% 

-16.7% 

-26.7% 

-20.0% 

-12.2% 

-3.1% 

^.0% 

0.7% 

-2.1% 

-17.5% 

-3.9% 

-2.0% 

-6.1% 

-8.4% 

3.3% 

-2.5% 

6.0% 

3.2% 

1.2% 

7.7% 

-5.5% 
-7.2% 
-6  2% 
2.9% 

8.8% 
3.8% 
16.9% 
7.1% 
9.6% 
67% 
5.3% 
3 77o 

-1.1% 

-7.3% 

1.7% 


1/  March  1991  Benchmark.  Employment  is  reported  by  place  of  work  and  exdudes  self-employed  persons,  unpaid  family  workers,  and  those 
involved  in  labor-management  trade  disputes.  These  data  are  based  on  Standard  Industrial  Classifications.  Annual  average  industry 
detail  may  not  add  up  to  totals  due  to  independent  rounding.  Projections  data  exclude  some  service  workers. 

2/  Indudes  all  dvilian  government  employees  regardless  of  the  activities  in  which  they  are  engaged. 
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OCCUPATIONAL  TRENDS 


OCCUPATIONAL  CHART 

EMPLOYMENT  BY  MAJOR  OCCUPATIONAL  GROUP 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1990  - 1997 


EMPLOYMENT 

160,000  _ 


140.000 

120.000 

100,000 

80,000 

60,000 

40.000 

20.000 

0 


MGRS,  PROF,  SALES  CLERICAL  SERVICE  AG,  FOR,  PROD, 

ADMIN  TECH  FISH  CONST, 

OPER 


TABLE  3 

EMPLOYMENT  BY  MAJOR  OCCUPATIONAL  GROUP 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1990  - 1997 


OCCUPATIONAL  GROUP 

1990 

EMPLOYMENT 

%OF 

TOTAL 

1997 

EMPLOYMENT 

%OF 

TOTAL 

ABSOLUTE 

CHANGE 

PERCENT 

CHANGE 

TOTAL,  ALL  OCCUPATIONS 

573,100 

100.0% 

582,000 

100.0% 

8,900 

1.6% 

MGRS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE 

44,250 

7.7% 

44,750 

7.7% 

500 

1.1% 

PROFESSIONAL,  PARAPROF,  TECH 

143,490 

25.0% 

148,520 

25.5% 

5,030 

3.5% 

SALES  AND  RELATED 

58,980 

10.3% 

60,810 

10.4% 

1,830 

3.1% 

CLERICAL,  ADMINISTRATIVE  SUPPORT 

149,600 

26.1% 

147,580 

25.4% 

-2,020 

-1.4% 

SERVICE  OCCUPATIONS 

85,870 

15.0% 

89,500 

15.4% 

3,630 

4.2% 

AGRICULTURAL,  FORESTRY,  FISH 

2,840 

0.5% 

2,960 

0.5% 

120 

4..?% 

PROD,  CONST,  OPER,  MAT  HAND 

87,870 

15.3% 

87,620 

15.1% 

-250 

-0.3% 

‘total  includes  a small  number  of  occupations  which  were  not  classified,  and  is  based  on  the  3/91  BENCHMARKED  INDUSTRY 
TOTAL 
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TABLE  4 

OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  GREATEST  ABSOLUTE  JOB  GROWTH’ 

SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1990- 1997 


OCCUPATION  

GUARDS  AND  WATCH  GUARDS 
JANITORS,  CLEANERS--EXCEPT  MAIDS 
SALESPERSONS  - RETAIL(NON-VEHICLE) 
LAWYERS 

SECRETARIES.  LEGAL 
RECEPTIONISTS,  INFORMATION  CLERKS 
CASHIERS 

REGISTERED  NURSES 

SECRETARIES.  GENERAL 

TYPISTS.  INCLUDING  WORD  PROCESSING 

COMPUTER  ENGINEERS 

COMPUTER  PROGRAMMERS,  INCL  AIDES 

NURSE  AIDES.  ORDERLIES,  ATTENDANTS 

PARALEGAL  PERSONNEL 

GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS 

GENERAL  MANAGERS.  TOP  EXECUTIVES 

SALES  AGENTS-FINANCIAL  SERVICES 

FOOD  PREPARATION  WORKERS 

LICENSED  VOCATIONAL  NURSES 

SALES  AGENTS-ADVERTISING 

SALES  AGENTS-SEL  BUS  SERVICES 

CHILD  CARE  WORKERS 

TRUCK  DRIVERS.  LIGHT 

MKTING,  ADV,  PUB-REL  MANAGERS 

MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS 

DEMONSTRATORS,  PROMOTERS.  MODELS 

DINING  RM  ATTENDANTS.  BAR  HELPERS 

SYSTEMS  ANALYSTS-ELEC  DATA  PROC 

ACCOUNTANTS  AND  AUDITORS 

SOCIAL  WORKERS-MED,  PSYCHIATRIC 

LIFE  SCIENCES  TEACHERS 

ARTISTS  AND  RELATED  WORKERS 

GARDENERS.  GROUNDSKEEPERS-EX  FARM 

FOOD  SERVICE  MANAGERS 

EMPL  INTERVIEWERS-PRIV  OR  PUB 

SOCIAL  WKRS-EX  MED.  PSYCHIATRIC 

INSTRUCTIONAL  AIDES 

RADIOLOGIC  TECHNOLOGIST.DIAGNOSTIC 

COUNTER  AND  RENTAL  CLERKS 

STOCK  CLERKS-SALES  FLOOR 

COOKS-RESTAURANT 

MEDICAL  ASSISTANTS 

HAIRDRESSERS.  HAIRSTYLISTS 

MAINT  REPAIRERS.  GENL  UTILITY 

MANAGEMENT  ANALYSTS 

HUMAN  SERVICES  WORKERS 

TEACHERS.  PRESCHOOL  & KINDERGARTEN 

COMBINED  FOOD  PREP  AND  SERVICE 

HOME  HEALTH  CARE  WORKERS 

ENGINEER.  MATH,  AND  NAT  SCI  MGRS 


1990 

1997 

ABSOLUTE 

CHANGE 

PERCENT 

CHANGE 

7,430 

8,410 

980 

13.2% 

10,540 

11,380 

840 

8.0% 

17,510 

18,300 

790 

4.5% 

8,150 

8,770 

620 

7.6% 

5,230 

5,780 

550 

10.5% 

6,600 

7,000 

400 

6.1% 

8,090 

8,480 

390 

4.8% 

10,120 

10,460 

340 

3.4% 

15.960 

16,240 

280 

1.8% 

8,300 

8,580 

280 

3.4% 

1,060 

1,300 

240 

22.6% 

4,060 

4,300 

240 

5.9% 

3,230 

3,430 

200 

6.2% 

1,960 

2,150 

190 

9.7% 

22,600 

22,790 

190 

0.8% 

14,740 

14,920 

180 

1.2% 

2,040 

2,220 

180 

8.8% 

7,830 

8,010 

180 

2.3% 

1,880 

2,040 

160 

8.5% 

1,260 

1,410 

150 

11.9% 

1,460 

1,590 

130 

8.9% 

1,100 

1,230 

130 

11.8% 

4,320 

4,450 

130 

3.0% 

3,980 

4,100 

120 

3.0% 

4,620 

4,740 

120 

2.6% 

640 

750 

110 

17.2% 

3,030 

3,140 

110 

3.6% 

3,090 

3,190 

100 

3.2% 

8,150 

8,240 

90 

1.1% 

1,270 

1,360 

90 

7.1% 

1,480 

1,570 

90 

6.1% 

1,050 

1,140 

90 

8.6% 

1,910 

2,000 

90 

4.7% 

1,040 

1,120 

80 

7.7% 

510 

590 

80 

15.7% 

1,670 

1,750 

80 

4.8% 

3,390 

3,470 

80 

2.4% 

720 

800 

80 

11.1% 

1,040 

1,120 

80 

7.7% 

2,820 

2,900 

80 

2.8% 

3,390 

3,470 

80 

2.4% 

640 

720 

80 

12.5% 

1,160 

1,240 

80 

6.9% 

3,430 

3,510 

80 

2.3% 

1,060 

1,130 

70 

6.6% 

740 

810 

70 

9.5% 

1,120 

1,190 

70 

6.3% 

3,970 

4,040 

70 

1.8% 

280 

350 

70 

25.0% 

1,670 

1,730 

60 

3.6% 

* EXCLUDES  NEC  CATEGORIES 
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TABLE  5 

OCCUPATIONS  WrTH  THE  FASTEST  JOB  GROWTH’ 

SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1990  - 1997 


PCgUPATlOM ^ 

HOME  HEALTH  CARE  WORKERS 

COMPUTER  ENGINEERS 

PEST  CONTROLLERS  AND  ASSISTANTS 

DEMONSTRATORS.  PROMOTERS,  MODELS 

EMERGENCY  MEDICAL  TECHNICIANS 

EMPL  INTERVIEWERS-PRIV  OR  PUB 

PHYSICAL  THERAPISTS 

TECHNICAL  WRITERS 

ANNOUNCERS-RADKD  AND  TELEVISION 

GUARDS  AND  WATCH  GUARDS 

TRAVEL  CLERKS 

MEDICAL  ASSISTANTS 

PHOTOGRAPHERS 

SALES  AGENTS-ADVERTISING 

CHILD  CARE  WORKERS 

RADIOLOGIC  TECHNOLOGIST.DIAGNOSTIC 

DENTISTS 

SECRETARIES.  LEGAL 
LODGING  MANAGERS 
SECRETARIES,  MEDICAL 
PARALEGAL  PERSONNEL 
RESPIRATORY  CARE  PRACTITIONERS 
HUMAN  SERVICES  WORKERS 
BAGGAGE  PORTERS  AND  BELLHOPS 
INTERIOR  DESIGNERS 
SALES  AGENTS-SEL  BUS  SERVICES 
SALES  AGENTS-FINANCIAL  SERVICES 
PRODUCERS.  DIRECTORS.  ACTORS 
ARTISTS  AND  RELATED  WORKERS 
LICENSED  VOCATIONAL  NURSES 
INSTRUCTORS  AND  COACHES-SPORTS 
JANITORS,  CLEANERS-EXCEPT  MAIDS 
FOOD  SERVICE  MANAGERS 
COUNTER  AND  RENTAL  CLERKS 
LAWYERS 

PHOTOGRAPHIC  PROC  MACH  OPS.TNDRS 
MUSICIANS-INSTRUMENTAL 
SOCIAL  WORKERS-MED.  PSYCHIATRIC 
HAIRDRESSERS,  HAIRSTYLISTS 
MANAGEMENT  ANALYSTS 
COOKS-INSTITUTION  OR  CAFETERIA 
BROKERS-REAL  ESTATE 
BAKERS-BREAD  AND  PASTRY 
TEACHERS.  PRESCHOOL  & KINDERGARTEN 
NURSE  AIDES.  ORDERLIES.  ATTENDANTS 
RECREATION  WORKERS 
LIFE  SCIENCES  TEACHERS 
RECEPTIONISTS.  INFORMATION  CLERKS 
OFFSET  LITHOGRAPHIC  PRESS  SETTERS 
COMPUTER  PROGRAMMERS,  INCL  AIDES 


122L 


280 

350 

1,060 

1,300 

170 

200 

640 

750 

350 

410 

510 

590 

320 

370 

210 

240 

300 

340 

7,430 

8,410 

310 

350 

640 

720 

240 

270 

1,260 

1,410 

1,100 

1,230 

720 

800 

460 

510 

5,230 

5,780 

590 

650 

610 

670 

1,960 

2,150 

310 

340 

740 

810 

430 

470 

330 

360 

1,460 

1,590 

2,040 

2,220 

580 

630 

T,050 

1,140 

1,880 

2,040 

720 

780 

10,540 

11,380 

1,040 

1,120 

1,040 

1,120 

8,150 

8,770 

400 

430 

840 

900 

1,270 

1,360 

1,160 

1,240 

1,060 

1,130 

760 

810 

920 

980 

770 

820 

1,120 

1,190 

3,230 

3,430 

490 

520 

1,480 

1,570 

6,600 

7,000 

500 

530 

4,060 

4,300 

ABSOLUTE  PERCENT 

■■■gHANgS CHANGE 

70  25.0% 

240  22.6% 

30  17.6% 

110  17.2% 

60  17.1% 

80  15.7% 

50  15.6% 

30  14.3% 

40  13.3% 

980  13.2% 

40  12.9% 

80  12.5% 

30  12.5% 

150  11.9% 

130  11.8% 

80  11.1% 

50  10.9% 

550  10.5% 

60  10.2% 

60  9.8% 

190  9.7% 

30  9.7% 

70  9.5% 

40  9.3% 

30  9.1% 

130  8.9% 

180  8.8% 

50  8.6% 

90  8.6% 

160  8.5% 

60  8.3% 

840  8.0% 

80  7.7% 

80  7.7% 

620  7.6% 

30  7.5% 

60  7.1% 

90  7.1% 

80  6.9% 

70  6.6% 

50  6.6% 

60  6.5% 

50  6.5% 

70  6.3% 

200  6.2% 

30  6.1% 

90  6.1% 

400  6.1% 

30  6.0% 

240  5.9% 


* EXCLUDES  NEC  CATEGORIES  AND  OCCUPATIONS  WITH  EMPLOYMENT  GROWTH  OF  LESS  THAN  30 
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OCCUPATIONAL  TRENDS  AND  OUTLOOK 


This  section  of  the  report  provides  a discussion  of  major  trends  for  the  occupational 
groups  in  Table  6.  Projected  changes  in  the  level  of  employment  in  each  occupation 
between  1990  and  1997  give  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  new  jobs  expected  during 
the  seven-year  period. 

Changes  in  the  employment  levels  of  the  various  occupations  reflect  changes  in  the 
area's  overall  level  of  economic  activity,  differences  in  the  rate  of  growth  or  decline 
among  the  various  industries,  and  changes  in  the  occupational  structure  within 
individual  industries.  Changes  in  occupational  structure  are  determined  by  such 
factors  as  technological  change,  changes  in  product  demand,  and  the  adoption  of 
more  efficient  business  or  production  techniques.  While  economic  growth  tends  to 
ensure  an  increase  in  demand  for  widely  used  occupations,  only  the  growth  of 
employment  In  specific  industries  will  bring  an  increase  in  the  demand  for  other,  less 
widely  used  occupations. 

Between  1990  and  1997,  the  number  of  jobs  in  San  Francisco  County  is  expected  to 
increase  by  1.6  percent.  In  addition  to  8,900  job  opportunities  created  through 
industry  growth,  another  89,250  jobs  will  become  available  as  a result  of  separations. 
The  "separations"  data  represent  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  job  openings  expected 
to  occur  when  workers  permanently  leave  an  occupation.  The  data  do  not  include  the 
sizable  number  of  openings  that  result  from  turnover  as  people  change  jobs  but 
remain  in  the  same  occupation. 


MANAGERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  WORKERS 

The  number  of  managers  and  administrators  in  the  county  is  expected  to  grow  from 
44,250  in  1990  to  44,750  in  1997.  This  is  somewhat  slower  than  the  average  rate  of 
growth  for  all  occupations  in  the  county.  Separations  will  account  for  an  additional 
4,610  job  openings. 


OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  LARGEST  NUMBER  OF  JOBS  IN  THE 
MANAGERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  WORKERS  GROUP* 


OCCUPATION 

1990 

EMPLOYMENT 

% OF 
TOTAL 

1997 

EMPLOYMENT 

% OF 
TOTAL 

MGRS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE 

44.250 

100.0% 

44.750 

100.0% 

GENERAL  MANAGERS.  TOP  EXECUTIVES 

14.740 

33.3% 

14.920 

33.3% 

FINANCIAL  MANAGERS 

5.710 

12.9% 

5.700 

1 2.7% 

MKTING,  ADV,  PUB-REL  MANAGERS 

3.980 

9.0% 

4.100 

9.2% 

ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  MANAGERS 

2,260 

5.1% 

2.250 

5.0% 

ENGINEER.  MATH.  AND  NAT  SCI  MGRS 

1.670 

3.8% 

1.730 

3.9% 

‘excludes  NEC  CATEGORIES 


This  occupational  group  contains  managers,  administrators,  executives,  and  officials 
in  all  industries.  Employers  reported  33  percent  of  all  managers  as  general  managers 
or  top  executives  with  widely  varied  duties.  Among  more  specialized  managers,  the 
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largest  number  of  new  jobs  will  develop  for  marketing/advertising/public  relations 
managers  and  food  service  managers. 


PROFESSIONAL  AND  TECHNICAL 

The  professional  and  technical  group  is  the  second  largest  occupational  group  in  the 
county  and  includes  25  percent  of  all  local  workers.  About  31  of  its  occupations  have 
1000  or  more  workers.  They  include  many  highly  trained  workers  such  as  registered 
nurses,  accountants,  lawyers,  computer  programmers,  civil  engineers,  teachers, 
instructional  aides  and  computer  systems  analysts. 

The  number  of  professional  and  technical  workers  will  grow  by  3.5  percent  during  the 
projection  period,  reaching  a total  of  148,520  by  1997.  An  additional  16,950  job 
opportunities  will  be  created  by  separations.  The  fastest  growing  professional  and 
technical  occupations  will  be  computer  engineers  and  emergency  medical 
technicians. 


OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  LARGEST  NUMBER  OF  JOBS  IN  THE 
PROFESSIONAL  AND  TECHNICAL  GROUP* 


OCCUPATION 

1990 

EMPLOYMENT 

% OF 
TOTAL 

1 997 

EMPLOYMENT 

% OF 
TOTAL 

PROFESSIONAL,  PARAPROF,  TECH 

143,490 

100.0% 

148,520 

1 00.0% 

REGISTERED  NURSES 

10,120 

7.1% 

10,460 

7.0% 

LAWYERS 

8,150 

5.7%  . 

8,770 

5.9% 

ACCOUNTANTS  AND  AUDITORS 

8,150 

5.7% 

8,240 

5.6% 

COMPUTER  PROGRAMMER,  INCLUDING  AIDES 

4,060 

2.8% 

4,300 

2.9% 

CIVIL  ENGINEERS-INCLUDING  TRAFFIC 

3,540 

2.5% 

3,550 

2.4% 

^EXCLUDES  NEC  CATEGORIES 


It  is  particularly  important,  when  using  data  from  this  report  on  professional 
occupations,  to  realize  that  the  employment  levels  include  only  wage  and  salary  or 
payroll  employment,  and  do  not  include  self-employed  workers.  Self-employment 
makes  up  a large  proportion  of  all  jobs  in  many  professional  occupations  such  as 
physicians  or  dentists.  Consequently,  our  figures  for  these  types  of  occupations  will  be 
very  different  from  those  in  other  sources  of  data  that  include  self-employed 
individuals. 


SALES  AND  RELATED 

These  workers  are  employed  primarily  by  retail  stores,  manufacturing  and  wholesale 
firms,  insurance  companies,  and  real  estate  agencies.  Jobs  in  sales  occupations 
totaled  58,980,  or  10.3  percent  of  all  wage  and  salary  employment  in  the  county  during 
1990.  These  occupations  will  gain  1,830  workers,  reaching  a total  of  60,810  jobs  in 
1997.  In  addition  to  the  jobs  created  by  economic  expansion,  there  will  be  an 
estimated  12,220  openings  generated  by  the  need  to  replace  workers  who 
permanently  leave  these  occupations. 
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OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  LARGEST  NUMBER  OF  JOBS  IN  THE 
SALES  AND  RELATED  GROUP* 


OCCUPATION 

1990 

EMPLOYMENT 

% OF 
TOTAL 

1997 

EMPLOYMENT 

% OF 
TOTAL 

SALES  AND  RELATED 

58,980 

100.0% 

60,810 

100.0% 

SALESPERSON  - RETAIL  (EXCEPT  VEHICLE) 

17,510 

29.7% 

18,300 

30.1% 

CASHIERS 

8,090 

13.7% 

8,480 

14.0% 

FIRST-LINE  SUP/MGR-SALES 

6,590 

1 1 .2% 

6,720 

11.1% 

SALES  REPS.  NON-SCIENTIFIC  EX  RET 

5,030 

8.5% 

4,810 

7.9% 

STOCK  CLERKS-SALES  FLOOR 

2,820 

4.8% 

2,900 

4.8% 

EXCLUDES  NEC  CATEGORIES 


Although  this  group  is  comparatively  small,  it  contains  the  second-largest  occupation 
in  the  county:  retail  salesperson.  This  occupation  will  grow  by  790  workers,  reaching 
18,300  in  1997. 


CLERICAL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SUPPORT 

The  clerical  and  administrative  support  occupations  are  expected  to  decline  by  1.4 
percent  during  the  1990-97  projection  period.  Office  automation  and  technological 
change  will  erode  the  number  of  jobs  in  some  occupations,  including  tellers, 
bookkeeping/accounting  clerks,  data  entry  keyers,  and  postal  service  clerks.  The 
clerical  category  projected  to  have  the  largest  absolute  job  increase  between  1990 
and  1997  is  secretaries.  This  category  will  expand  by  790  new  workers,  bringing  the 
1997  total  to  23,280.  Most  other  categories  are  expected  to  show  little  job  growth  or 
lose  jobs. 


OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  LARGEST  NUMBER  OF  JOBS  IN  THE 
CLERICAL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SUPPORT  GROUP* 


OCCUPATION 

1990  % OF 

EMPLOYMENT  TOTAL 

1997  % OF 

EMPLOYMENT  TOTAL 

CLERICAL,  ADMIN  SUPPORT 

149,600 

100.0% 

147,580 

100.0% 

GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS 

22,600 

15.1% 

22,790 

15.4% 

SECRETARIES,  GENERAL 

15,960 

10.7% 

16,240 

1 1 .0% 

BOOKKEEPING.  ACCOUNTING  CLERKS 

11,690 

7.8% 

11,130 

7.5% 

FIRST-LINE  SUP/MGR,  CLERL,  ADM  SUP 

11,090 

7.4% 

10,520 

7.1% 

TYPISTS,  INCLUDING  WORD  PROCESSING 

8,300 

5.6% 

8,580 

5.8% 

‘excludes  NEC  CATEGORIES 


SERVICE 

Service  workers  are  found  in  a variety  of  establishments,  providing  business  services; 
preparing/serving  food  and  beverages:  and  providing  health  care,  grooming,  cosmetic, 
and  other  personal  services.  Service  occupations  accounted  for  about  15  percent  of 
the  total  occupational  work  force  in  1990  and  a gain  of  3,630  new  workers  will  bring 
the  1997  total  to  89,500.  There  will  be  21,700  additional  job  openings  created  by  job 
separations. 
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OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  LARGEST  NUMBER  OF  JOBS  IN  THE 
SERVICE  GROUP* 


OCCUPATION 

1990 

EMPLOYMENT 

% OF 
TOTAL 

1997 

EMPLOYMENT 

% OF 
TOTAL 

SERVICE  OCCUPATIONS 

85,870 

100.0% 

89,500 

100.0% 

JANrrORS,  CLEANERS--EXCEPT  MAIDS 

10,540 

12.3% 

11,380 

12.7% 

WAITERS  AND  WArTRESSES 

10,570 

12.3% 

10,630 

11.9% 

GUARDS  AND  WATCH  GUARDS 

7,430 

8.7% 

8,410 

9.4% 

FOOD  PREPARATION  WORKERS 

7,830 

9.1% 

8,010 

9.0% 

MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS 

4,620 

5.4% 

4,740 

5.3% 

EXCLUDES  NEC  CATEGORIES 


Guards/watch  guards  and  janitors/cleaners  will  show  the  largest  absolute  gains,  while 
home  health  care  workers  will  grow  the  most  rapidly™  25  percent  in  seven  years. 
Also  growing  rapidly  during  the  projection  period  will  be  medical  assistants,  physical 
therapy  assistants  and  child  care  workers. 


AGRICULTURAL,  FORESTRY,  AND  FISHING 

This  is  the  smallest  of  the  major  occupational  groups.  Gardeners  and  groundskeepers 
account  for  67  percent  of  the  group's  employment.  There  will  be  an  estimated  90  new 
jobs  for  gardeners  and  groundskeepers  during  the  projection  period,  with  a total  of 
2000  working  by  1997.  An  additional  200  of  these  workers  will  be  needed  over  this 
period  to  replace  workers  who  permanently  leave  this  occupation. 


OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  LARGEST  NUMBER  OF  JOBS  IN  THE 
AGRICULTURE,  FORESTRY  AND  FISHING  GROUP* 


1990 

% OF 

1997 

% OF 

OCCUPATION 

EMPLOYMENT 

TOTAL 

EMPLOYMENT 

TOTAL 

AGRICULTURAL,  FORESTRY,  FISH 

2,840 

100.0% 

2,960 

100.0% 

GARDENERS,  GROUNDSKEEPERS-EX  FARM 

1,910 

67.5% 

2,000 

67.6% 

ANIMAL  CARETAKERS-EXCEPT  FARM 

220 

7.7% 

230 

7.8% 

GRADERS,  SORTERS-AG  PRODUCTS 

110 

3.8% 

110 

3.6% 

NURSERY  WORKERS 

100 

3.4% 

90 

3.2% 

‘excludes  NEC  CATEGORIES 


PRODUCTION,  CONSTRUCTION,  AND  RELATED 

About  31  of  the  occupations  in  this  group  have  500  or  more  workers.  The  largest 
occupational  categories  in  this  group  are  transportation/material  moving  workers; 
machine  set-up  operators  and  tenders;  laborers  and  helpers;  and  mechanics, 
installers,  and  repairers.  The  entire  group  will  employ  a projected  87,620  workers  by 
1997,  a slight  decline  from  the  1990  total.  About  250  jobs  will  be  lost  during  this 
period;  however,  12,700  job  opportunities  will  occur  due  to  separations.  Employment 
levels  in  many  of  these  occupations  are  expected  to  show  no  growth  or  a small 
decline.  Employer  out  migration  and  automation/technological  change  will  offset 
economic  growth  and  continue  the  trend  of  San  Francisco  County  losing 
manufacturing  jobs. 
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OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  LARGEST  NUMBER  OF  JOBS  IN  THE 
PRODUCTION,  CONSTRUCTION,  AND  RELATED  GROUP* 


OCCUPATION 

1990 

EMPLOYMENT 

% OF 
TOTAL 

1997 

EMPLOYMENT 

% OF 
TOTAL 

PROD,  CONST,  OPER,  MAT  HAND 

87.870 

100.0% 

87.620 

1 00.0% 

SEWING  MACHINE  OPERATORS-GARMENT 

7.550 

8.6% 

7.550 

8.6% 

TRUCK  DRIVERS.  LIGHT 

4.320 

4.9% 

4.450 

5.1% 

MAINT  REPAIRERS.  GENL  LITILITY 

3.430 

3.9% 

3.510 

4.0% 

CARPENTERS 

3.110 

3.5% 

2,990 

3.4% 

HAND  PACKERS  AND  PACKAGERS 

2.500 

2.8% 

2,530 

2.9% 

EXCLUDES  NEC  CATEGORIES 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  TABLES 


Table  1 - EMPLOYMENT  BY  MAJOR  INDUSTRY 

This  table  shows  1983  and  1990  estimated  employment  and  1997  projected 
employment  along  with  the  percentage  of  total  employment  for  each  major  industry 
division. 

EMPLOYMENT  includes  nonagricultural  wage  and  salary  workers  except  for  self-employed 
persons,  unpaid  family  workers,  private  household  workers,  and  those  involved  in  labor- 
management  trade  disputes.  For  the  government  sector,  employment  includes  all  civilian 
employees  regardless  of  their  activities  in  which  they  are  engaged.  With  the  exception  of 
government,  industries  are  classified  by  the  Standard  Industrial  Classification  (SIC)  system. 

INDUSTRY  is  a group  of  firms  which  engage  in  similar  economic  activities.  The  Standard 
Industrial  Classification  (SIC)  system  was  used  to  categorize  industries. 

INDUSTRY  DIVISIONS  group  industries  into  nine  major  categories,  according  to  the 
economic  activity  involved.  An  industry  division  refers  to  a distinct  group  of  private,  public,  or 
nonprofit  enterprises  engaged  in  producing  goods  or  providing  services. 

The  nine  industry  divisions  are  defined  as  follows: 

MINING  (SIC  10-14)  includes  all  establishments  involved  in  the  extraction  of  minerals, 
crude  petroleum,  and  natural  gas.  It  includes  quarrying,  well  operations,  milling,  and  other 
related  activities. 

CONSTRUCTION  (SIC  15-17)  includes  establishments  engaged  in  contract 
construction.  This  includes  new  work,  additions,  alterations,  and  repairs  performed  by 
general  and  special  trade  contractors. 

MANUFACTURING  (SIC  20-39)  includes  establishments  which  are  usually  described  as 
plants,  factories,  or  mills  that  are  engaged  in  producing  or  processing  non-durable  or 
durable  goods.  These  characteristically  use  power-driven  machines  and  material-handling 
equipment. 

TRANSPORTATION  AND  PUBLIC  UTILITIES  (SIC  40-49)  includes  enterprises 
engaged  in  passenger  and  freight  transportation  by  surface,  water,  and  air  and 
warehousing  and  other  transportation  services.  It  also  includes  the  communications 
complex  of  telephone,  telegraph,  radio,  and  television;  and  the  utilities  providing  gas, 
electric,  and  sanitary  services. 

WHOLESALE  TRADE  (SIC  50-52)  includes  establishments  involved  in  the  selling  of 
merchandise  to  retailers;  to  industrial,  commercial,  farm,  construction  contractors,  or 
professional  business  users;  or  to  other  wholesalers. 

RETAIL  TRADE  (SIC  53-59)  includes  establishments  involved  in  the  selling  of 
merchandise  for  personal  or  household  consumption  and  rendering  services  incidental  to 
the  sale  of  goods. 

FINANCE,  INSURANCE,  AND  REAL  ESTATE  (SIC  60-67)  includes  banks,  savings  and 
loan  institutions,  and  security  and  commodity  brokerages,  insurance  agencies  and 
carriers,  real  estate  sales  and  management  offices,  and  rental  and  planning  agencies. 


35 


SERVICES  (SIC  70-89)  includes  establishments  such  as  hotels,  laundries,  auto  repair 
shops,  theaters,  legal  services,  advertising  services,  private  schools  and  hospitals,  and 
nonprofit  organizations  which  are  engaged  in  rendering  a variety  of  services  to  individuals 
and  businesses. 

GOVERNMENT  Includes  the  legislative,  judicial,  administrative,  and  regulatory  activities  of 
federal,  state,  local,  and  international  governments.  It  also  includes  federal,  state,  and  local 
government  hospitals  and  education. 

Table  2 - EMPLOYMENT  BY  INDUSTRY 

This  table  shows  employment  and  projected  employment  by  industry.  The  number  of 
jobs  is  estimated  for  1 990  and  projected  for  1 997.  The  column  entitled  "S/C"  lists  the 
Standard  Industrial  Classification  code  for  each  industry  grouping.  The  column 
labeled  "Absolute  Change"  provides  the  projected  change  in  employment  between 
1990  and  1997.  The  "Percent  Change"  column  is  the  estimated  growth  rate  over  the 
seven-year  period. 

Table  3 - EMPLOYMENT  BY  MAJOR  OCCUPATIONAL  GROUP 

This  table  shows  1990  and  1997  employment  and  projected  employment  for  the  seven 
major  occupational  groups.  The  "Percent  of  Total"  column  displays  the  percentage  of 
total  employment  each  major  occupational  group  represents.  The  "Absolute  Change" 
column  gives  the  number  of  job  opportunities  resulting  from  the  creation  of  new  jobs. 
"Percent  Change"  shows  the  percentage  change  for  each  occupational  group. 

OCCUPATIONAL  GROUPS  are  groups  of  occupations  with  similar  skills  and/or  educational 
requirements,  based  on  the  OES  groupings.  There  are  over  700  detailed  occupations  and 
close  to  100  summary  level  occupations  in  the  Occupational  Employment  Statistics  (OES) 
classification  system. 

The  seven  major  occupational  groups  are  defined  as  follows: 

MANAGERS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  occupations  are  top  and  mid-level  managers, 
administrators,  and  executives.  Primary  duties  are  policy  making,  planning,  staffing, 
directing,  or  controlling  the  activities  of  a firm.  First-line  supervisors  are  excluded  from  this 
category. 

PROFESSIONAL,  PARAPROFESSIONAL,  AND  TECHNICAL  occupations  are 
concerned  with  theoretical  or  practical  aspects  of  such  fields  as  science,  art,  education, 
health,  law,  and  business  relations.  Professional  occupations  generally  require  long  and 
intensive  preparation,  while  technical  occupations  work  closely  with  professional 
personnel  and  are  required  to  have  a combination  of  basic  scientific  knowledge  and 
specialized  education. 

SALES  AND  RELATED  occupations  are  concerned  with  influencing  customers  to  buy 
commodities,  services,  real  estate,  and  investments. 

CLERICAL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SUPPORT  occupations  prepare,  transcribe, 
systematize,  and  preserve  written  communications  and  records;  distribute  information;  and 
collect  accounts. 
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SERVICE  OCCUPATIONS  prepare  and  serve  food  and  drink;  provide  lodging  and 
related  services;  provide  grooming,  cosmetic,  and  other  personal  and  health  care  services; 
maintain  and  clean  clothing  and  other  wearing  apparel;  provide  protection  for  people  and 
property;  attend  to  the  comfort  or  requests  of  patrons  of  amusement  and  recreation 
facilities;  and  perform  cleaning  and  maintenance  services  in  the  interiors  of  buildings. 

AGRICULTURAL,  FORESTRY,  AND  FISHING  occupations  in  this  report  include  only 
forestry  workers,  nursery  workers,  animal  caretakers,  and  gardeners  and  groundskeepers. 

PRODUCTION,  CONSTRUCTION,  OPERATING,  MAINTENANCE,  AND  MATERIAL 
HANDLING  are  skilled,  semiskilled,  and  unskilled  workers  performing  machine  and  manual 
tasks  involving  production,  construction,  operating,  maintenance,  repair,  and  material 
handling  operations. 


Table  4 - OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  GREATEST  ABSOLUTE  JOB  GROWTH 

This  table  lists  the  occupations  that  are  projected  to  register  the  largest  absolute 
change  between  1990  and  1997.  In  general,  these  occupations  are  numerically  large. 
Some  have  average  projected  rates  of  growth,  but  because  of  their  employment  size 
will  add  significant  numbers  of  new  jobs  over  the  1990-1997  period. 

Table  5 - OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  FASTEST  JOB  GROWTH 

This  table  lists  the  occupations  with  the  greatest  projected  percentage  increases.  It 
provides  a different  perspective  to  future  occupational  employment  changes.  It  is 
important  to  note  that  some  of  these  occupations  are  increasing  rapidly  from  relatively 
small  employment  levels  and,  therefore,  are  not  found  in  the  list  of  occupations  that  will 
add  the  most  new  jobs. 

Table  6 - OCCUPATIONAL  EMPLOYMENT  PROJECTIONS 

This  table  provides  occupational  detail  for  up  to  700  occupations.  Annual  average 
employment  in  each  occupation  is  shown  for  1990  and  1997.  The  column  headed 
"Absolute  Change"  presents  the  number  of  job  opportunities  resulting  from  the 
creation  of  new  jobs.  The  "Percent  Change"  column  shows  the  percentage  change  for 
each  occupation.  The  next  column,  "Openings  Due  to  Separations",  shows  job 
opportunities  that  are  created  by  workers  leaving  the  occupation.  Also  included  in  this 
table  is  the  Occupational  Employment  Statistics  (OES)  codes  column.  It  shows  the 
distinctive  California  OES  code  for  each  occupational  title. 

Line  numbers  in  Table  6 

Each  occupation  in  Table  6 is  identified  by  a line  number.  The  Alphabetical  Index  of 
Occupations  section  found  in  this  publication  may  be  used  to  locate  individual 
occupations  in  the  detailed  table.  The  same  line  numbers  are  used  in  statewide  and 
area  reports.  Not  all  line  numbers  appear  in  all  counties;  missing  line  numbers 
indicate  occupations  with  no  employment,  or  employment  below  the  area's  cutoff  point 
for  publishing. 
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METHODS  AND  ECONOMIC  ASSUMPTIONS 

OVERVIEW 

Changes  in  occupational  employment  over  time  result  from  two  principal  sources. 
Changes  in  the  number,  size,  and  type  of  employers  within  a given  geographical  area 
will  affect  the  demand  for  certain  occupations.  Also,  technological  advances  in 
production  and  changes  in  regulations  will  affect  the  occupational  mix.  In  developing 
occupational  employment  projections,  both  of  these  components  must  be  addressed. 
Following  is  a discussion  of  how  employment  projections  are  developed,  beginning 
with  a description  of  data  sources  followed  by  a description  of  the  steps  involved. 

PRINCIPAL  DATA  SOURCES 


Employment  by  Industry 

The  Employment  Development  Department  (EDD)  collects  payroll  data  from  all  private 
employers  and  government  entities  covered  under  the  unemployment  insurance, 
disability  insurance,  and  personal  income  tax  programs.  Excluded  from  these  data  are 
the  self-employed,  unpaid  family  workers,  and  private  household  workers.  Each 
reporting  unit  is  classified  by  EDD  according  to  the  1987  Standard  Industrial 
Classification  (SIC)  System.  The  SIC  system  consists  of  three  levels  of  detail:  the  two- 
digit  major  industry  division,  the  three-digit  sub-industry  division,  and  the  four-digit 
specific  industry  division.  All  data  are  identified  by  the  county  in  which  reported  jobs 
are  located,  and  are  collected  for  each  month  of  the  year. 

Occupational  Staffing  Patterns 

Occupational  employment  estimates  are  based  on  survey  data  collected  through  the 
Occupational  Employment  Statistics  (OES)  program.  The  OES  survey  is  a periodic 
mail  survey  of  nonfarm  employers  conducted  by  EDD  in  cooperation  with  U.S.  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics.  The  survey  is  based  on  a sample  designed  to  represent  the 
universe  of  employers  in  each  state.  In  California,  data  are  collected  for  over  700 
occupations  at  the  four-digit  SIC  level  of  detail. 

The  OES  data  used  in  this  report  were  collected  over  a three-year  period  (1989-91), 
with  manufacturing  establishments  surveyed  the  first  year,  nonmanufacturing 
establishments  in  the  second  year,  and  trade  and  government  establishments  in  the 
third  year. 


PROJECTIONS  BY  INDUSTRY 

The  industry  projections  included  in  this  report  were  developed  in  two  phases.  First, 
projections  were  developed  at  a summary  industry  level  based  on  two-digit  to  three- 
digit  SIC  classifications.  The  second  phase  was  to  disaggregate  these  projections  to 
the  four-digit  industry  level. 

In  the  first  phase,  industry  projections  were  based  on  the  historical  relationship 
between  an  area's  employment  in  a given  industry  and  California  employment  in  that 
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industry.  In  the  model  used,  area  employment  by  industry  was  specified  as  a function 
of  California  employment  in  the  same  or  a related  industry,  and  total  employment  in 
the  area.  Area  specific  total  employment  was  Included  as  an  Independent  variable  to 
capture  the  employment  effects  accruing  to  an  industry  resulting  from  the  expected 
overall  performance  of  the  local  economy  compared  to  the  state  over  the  projection 
period.  The  local  total  employment  projection  used  In  this  phase  was  based  on  its 
relationship  to  statewide  total  employment  over  time,  while  the  California  industry 
projections  used  were  developed  as  part  of  the  statewide  projections  process. 

As  noted  above,  in  the  second  phase  of  this  process,  the  summary  level  industry 
projections  were  disaggregated  into  their  four-digit  components  using  the  proportions 
for  the  base  year,  1990.  The  resulting  four-digit  projections  were  reviewed  and 
adjusted  if  it  was  determined  that  a particular  four-digit  industry  would  likely  grow 
faster  or  slower  than  its  associated  summary  industry  total.  Last,  the  four-digit 
projections  were  adjusted  to  group  private  and  public  hospital  and  education 
employment  for  consistency  with  the  OES  survey. 

PROJECTIONS  BY  OCCUPATION 

The  distribution  of  Industry  employment  by  occupation  is  performed  in  three  steps. 
OES  survey  responses  are  summarized  by  industry  and  firm  size  and  matched  with 
each  SIC  and  firm  size  combination  in  the  local  area.  In  cases  where  local  OES 
responses  are  not  available,  either  statewide  responses  or  another  area’s  responses 
are  substituted.  The  survey  data  are  then  expanded  to  the  annual  average 
employment  level  for  each  industry.  This  results  in  estimates  of  employment  by 
occupation  within  the  four-digit  SICs  for  the  base  year,  1990. 

Next,  base  year  staffing  patterns  are  adjusted  to  account  for  projected  shifts  in  the 
occupational  distributions  due  to  technological  changes.  These  projected  changes 
are  derived  from  special  studies  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 
Applying  these  changes  to  the  base  year  staffing  patterns  results  in  staffing  patterns  by 
four-digit  SIC  for  the  target  year,  1997.  Target  year  staffing  patterns  are  applied  to  the 
industry  employment  projections  to  produce  occupational  employment  projections 
within  four-digit  SIC.  Data  by  occupation  are  then  summed  to  get  the  1990  and  1997 
occupational  estimates.  The  difference  between  the  1990  occupational  estimates  and 
the  1997  projections  represents  the  net  job  openings  resulting  from  industry  growth 
and  from  technological  and  regulatory  changes. 

Last,  it  is  important  to  account  for  openings  that  result  from  net  separations.  Net 
separations  approximate  the  number  of  persons  who  permanently  leave  an 
occupation.  They  quantify  the  need  for  new  entrants,  and  if  training  is  required, 
identify  the  minimum  training  requirements. 

There  is  a separation  rate  for  each  OES  occupation.  The  rate  is  applied  to  the 
average  estimated  employment  for  an  occupation  over  the  projection  period  and 
yields  an  average  annual  estimate  of  separations  in  an  occupation.  This  estimate  is 
then  multiplied  by  the  number  of  years  in  the  projection  period  to  get  the  number  of 
projected  net  separations  for  the  occupation. 
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The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  has  recently  completed  a research  project  that  provided 
new  separation  rates.  The  rates  were  developed  using  a new  methodology  which 
differs  significantly  from  that  used  in  the  past.  This  new  method  is  described  in  Total 
and  Net  Occupational  Separations:  A Report  on  Recent  Research  (Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics,  August  1991).  A copy  of  this  report  can  be  obtained  from  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics,  Office  of  Employment  Projections,  Washington,  D.C.  20212-0001. 


ECONOMIC  ASSUMPTIONS 

The  industry  and  occupational  projections  in  this  report  are  based  on  the  following 

assumptions: 

a.  The  institutional  framework  of  the  U.S.  economy  will  not  change  radically. 

b.  Recent  technological  and  scientific  trends  will  continue. 

c.  The  long-term  employment  patterns  will  continue  in  most  industries. 

d.  Federal,  state,  and  local  government  agencies  will  continue  to  operate  under 
budgetary  constraints. 

e.  No  major  events  will  occur  that  will  significantly  alter  the  industrial  structure  of 
the  economy,  the  occupational  staffing  patterns,  or  the  rate  of  long-term  growth. 

f.  Population  growth  rates  and  age  distributions  will  not  differ  significantly  from 
Department  of  Finance  projections  presently  available. 

g.  Attitudes  toward  work,  education,  income,  and  leisure  will  not  change 
significantly. 
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/fpRIVATE  INDUSTRY  (^OUNCIL 


OF  FRANCISCO,  INC. 


/WIEMORANDUM 


TO: 


PIC  COUNCIL  MEMBERS 


DATE;  JAM'UARY  11,  1994 


FROM: 


LESLIE  LUTTGENS,  CHAIRV'^’'^'''^' 


SUBJECT:  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE'S  RECOMMENDED  POLICY  STATEMENTS  (REVISION  OF 

THOSE  ORIGINALLY  DATED  DECEMBER  28TH) 

The  Evaluation  Committee  reported  to  the  Council  at  its  November  meeting  its  recommendation  of  the 
following  policies  for  administration  of  Job  Training  Partnership  Act  programs. 

1 . Employment  of  a Trainee  as  a Source  of  Placement  Credit 

We  are  always  pleased  to  see  that  a trainee  has  done  so  well  that  the  training  agency  employs  that 
individual  as  a member  of  staff. 

However,  in  a few  cases  a subcontractor  has  hired  enough  trainees  to  raise  the  question:  is  this  a 
genuine  hire  for  long-time  job;  or  is  it  a device  for  building  up  statistical  credit  for  placements  made? 

Proposed  Policy 

When  a training  subcontractor  (not  an  OJT  employer)  hires  a trainee  and  requests  placement  credit, 
the  Vice-President  for  Operations  will  approve  that  credit  provided  that  the  position  is  an 
established,  budgeted  position  known  to  have  become  vacant.  An  exception  may  be  authorized  in 
special  circumstances. 

2.  Loosening  Prior  Constraints  on  Placement  Credit 

General  policy  of  the  PIC  has  been  to  deny  placement  credit  for  placing  a trainee  with  a temporary  help 
agency.  This  policy  has  been  in  place  for  years,  and  was  intended  to  avoid  placement  for  a short 
period  of  employment  in  jobs  with  no  potential  for  or  commitment  to  long-time  employment. 

Increasingly,  however,  the  characteristics  of  “temporary  help”  employment  has  changed,  and  the 
hiring  practices  of  many  employers  now  emphasize  entry  into  a “temporary  pool”  as  the  way  of  access 
full-time  employment. 

First,  the  Vice-President  for  Operations  should  continue  to  have  the  authority  to  use  good  judgment 
to  approve  individual  cases  when  the  facts  justify  waiver  of  the’ general  rule.  These  policy  statements 
provide  guidance. 

Second,  seasonal  jobs  (for  short  period)  and  temporary  jobs,  should  generally  not  be  approved  for 
credit.  “Temporary”  must  be  defined  each  time  in  an  individual  determination. 

Third,  the  facts  of  an  employer’s  hiring  practices  should  be  considered;  e.g.,  one  very  large  employer 
in  San  Francisco  puts  all  newly-hired  clerical  workers  into  a pool  from  which  many  departments  draw. 
The  departments  can  retain  or  re-request  a specific  employee  from  the  pool  and  generally  a 
relationship  based  on  experience  develops. 

Fourth,  generally  we  would  reject  as  unsuitable  an  employment  offer  requiring  a payment  for  the  job. 
(e.g.,  an  employment  agency  requiring  a fee  from  the  job  seeker.)  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  employer 
pays,  he  is  simply  reducing  his  recruitment  costs,  and  we  should  not  deny  credit  for  a placement  which 
meets  other  requirements,  such  as  “reasonably  long-term,  adequate  wages,  etc.” 


1049  MARKET  STREET,  4TH  FLOOR  • SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94103-1634  • (415)  621-6853 


Fifth,  there  are  many  variations,  (labor  contractors,  head-hunters,  etc.).  Each  case  should  be 
considered  individually  based  on  the  answer  to  the  question:  is  this  a job  which  can  reasonably  be 
expected  to  lead  to  long-term  employment  or  to  offer  some  specific  benefit  (such  as  entry  into  a formal 
apprenticeship)  to  the  employer  and  the  trainee? 

ADDITIONAL  POLICIES  RECOMMENDED  BY  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 

3 . Control  of  over-enrollment;  Statement  of  the  problem: 

We  have  for  years  contracted  with  various  entities  to  recruit,  enroll,  train  and  place  in  jobs  JTPA 
eligibles,  specifying  the  numbers  in  each  of  these  service  categories,  with  specified  dollar  amounts  to 
be  paid  for  each.  (We  will  no  longer  have  dollars  attached  to  performance;  but  achievement  of  planned 
“numbers”  will  continue  to  be  an  evaluation  factor.) 

We  have  never  paid  for  “extra”  enrollments,  but  they  have  not  been  forbidden. 

The  contractor  has  been  evaluated  based  on  “placements  compared  with  contracted  (planned) 
numbers  of  placements.” 

However,  our  overall  performance  as  administrators  of  an  SDA  is,  and  should  be,  measured 
comparing  successful  services  to  individuals  as  a % of  the  number  of  person  enrolled  and  given 
expectations  of  training  and/or  jobs). 

When  a subcontractor  over-enrolls  in  order  to  achieve  a larger  participant  pool  with  the  hope  of  making 
more  placements  it  hurts  the  overall  performance  percentages  for  this  PIC.  It  is  also  a drag  on  our  child 
care  funds  (more  on  this  later). 

Proposed  Policy 

It  is  the  policy  of  this  Private  Industry  Council  that  no  subcontractor  is  to  enroll,  for  services,  more 
individuals  than  are  specified  in  that  contract  with  the  PIC.  An  exception  may  be  authorized  by  the 
Vice-President  for  Operation  on  an  individual  basis  upon  presentation  of  adequate  justification,  such 
as 

• long-term  illness  or  incarceration  of  the  trainee,  or 

• trainee  has  moved  from  this  area 

Any  proposed  over-enrollment  which  would  raise  the  number  of  trainees  to  10%  above  the 
contracted  number  required  approval  by  the  President  of  the  Private  Industry  Council. 

4.  Determining  a Pattern  of  Failing,  OJT  Employers 

Under  1992  changes  in  JTPA  legislation,  we  are  required  to  establish  a system  for  determining 
employer  eligibility  for  on-the-job  training  contracts  which  takes  into  consideration  whether  the 
employer  has  met  his  or  her  commitment  to  provide  training  and  employment  opportunities  for  the 
participants  under  previous  contracts.  The  state  has  drafted,  but  not  issued,  minimum  standards 
which  we  may  accept  or  exceed.  If  an  employer  has  “failed”  by  not  hiring  25%  of  the  trainees,  or  not 
retained  them  for  six  months  after  termination  of  the  contract,  we  may  not  serve  that  employer  (in  an 
OJT  contract)  for  a period  of  one  year. 

San  Francisco’s  Standard 

We  will  conduct  in  January  the  annual  assessment  as  directed  by  the  Job  Training  Partnership 
Division,  including  those  employers  who  have  had  12  or  more  OJT  trainees  in  the  previous  year. 
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As  is  the  policy  of  the  State,  we  will  consider  that  there  is  a Pattern  of  Failing  if  25%  of  the  enrolled  OJT 
trainees  did  not  complete  the  contract  and  work  for  at  least  6 months  thereafter  (the  established 
retention  period). 

We  will  not  consider  the  employer  to  have  “failed”  if  his  failure  to  complete  a contract  within  its  terms 
and  continue  the  worker  in  unsubsidized  employment  was  not  his  decision.  (The  worker  became 
seriously  ill,  was  incarcerated,  refused  to  continue  work,  etc.)  If,  however,  the  termination  was  the 
result  of  the  employer’s  choice  (e.g.,  inadequate  quality  of  work,  determination  of  poor  performance 
within  the  final  two  pay  periods)  that  commitment  will  be  considered  to  have  failed. 

If  there  have  been  only  1 or  2 trainees,  and  at  least  one  has  failed,  the  decision  whether  to  contract 
again  will  be  made  by  the  President.  If  more  than  2,  the  history  shall  be  presented  to  the  President  for 
consideration  if  more  than  1/3  have  been  failed  contracts.  The  President’s  decision  will  be  based  on 
all  the  facts,  not  just  numbers. 

Determining  a Pattern  of  Failing,  Training  Subcontractors 
Statement  of  the  problem: 

We  always  have  to  start  a new  contract  before  we  have  performance  data  from  the  previous  year.  How 
should  we  address  this  problem?  What  are  our  criteria  for  successful  performance?  What  measures 
should  we  use  to  determine  that  a contractor  is  failing  to  perform? 

The  Committee  of  Contracting  Agencies  was  asked  to  consider  these  questions  and  make 
recommendations  to  the  committee.  They  have  done  so. 

As  they  comment,  many  of  the  items  which  should  be  considered  are  in  the  subcontractor’s  contract. 
They  have  listed  as  critical  items 

• enrollments 

• placements 

• placement  or  positive  termination  rate  (from  the  contract) 

• wage  rate  at  placement 

• participant  characteristics  (from  the  contract) 

They  have  recommended  November  and  February  evaluations,  based  on  available  data.  This  should 
specify  that  the  November  review  and  the  February  review,  if  appropriate,  should  consider  data  from 
the  previous  program  year  as  well  as  the  first  or  first  and  second  quarters  of  the  current  year. 

The  Evaluation  Committee  recommends: 

While  staff  will  prepare  initial  evaluation  information,  all  such  recommendations  are  to  be  considered  by 
the  Planning  Committee  before  they  become  final.  A letter  of  notification  of  potential  “failure" 
designation  shall  offer  an  opportunity  for  the  subcontractor  to  respond. 

Factors  from  the  subcontract  (as  listed  above)  are  to  be  considered  including: 
enrollments 
placements 

placement  or  positive  termination  rate,  as  appropriate 
wage  rate  at  placement 

participant  characteristics  (compared  with  contracted  number) 
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In  addition,  from  comparison  of  achievements  with  contracted  numbers 

• youth  employment  enhancements  (YEE's 

• adult  employment  enhancements  (AEE's 

• GED’s  earned 


Staff  will  also  take  into  consideration  any  deficiencies  in  performance  such  as: 

• repeated  failure  to  meet  requirements  such  as  submission  of  reporting  data  to  the  monitor 
and  MIS,  or  otherwise  follow  (within  reason)  directions  included  in  the  PIC  Operations  Manual 

• violations  of  State  or  Federal  laws,  such  as  failure  to  pay  wages  to  employees,  or  to  submit 
required  reports  and/or  payments  to  State  and  Federal  authorities. 


In  February  or  April  all  data  available,  including  facts  from  the  two  previous  reviews,  shall  be  considered 
by  the  Planning  Committee  in  recommending  a “probation”  status  during  the  current  program  year,  or 
making  contract  recommendations  for  the  following  year.  In  general,  no  contract  is  to  be  awarded  to, 
nor  augmentation  of  funding  made  to,  a training  contractor  or  probation  for  poor  performance. 


5 . Job  Placement  Rate  in  the  JTPA  Title  IIA  Program 

The  job  placement  and  positive  termination  rates  in  the  PY'92  Title  I IIA  Program  for  dislocated  workers 
lagged  substantially  behind  those  recorded  in  the  PY'92  Title  IIA  Program  for  economically 
disadvantaged  individuals  and,  while  it  does  not  affect  San  Francisco's  eligibility  for  a PY'93  Incentive 
Award  under  Titles  IIA  and  IIC,  the  Secretary's  performance  standard  for  the  PY'92  Title  IMA  job 
placement  rate  was  not  met.  Given  the  fact  that  participants  in  the  Title  IMA  Program  are  presumed  to 
have  had  a much  stronger  and  more  recent  attachment  to  the  labor  force  than  those  in  the  Title  IIA 
Program,  this  is  a very  disturbing,  if  not  paradoxical. 

Since  there  is  no  longer  any  authority  to  use  “fixed-unit-price  performance-based  subcontracts”  in 
which  price  payments  are  based  on  accomplishments  of  the  specific  objectives  prescribed  in  the  Act 
for  those  performance  standards,  it  is  no  longer  reasonable  to  expect  that  individual  referral 
subcontractors  most  commonly  found  in  Title  IIIA  Programs  will  seriously  conduct  the  necessary  job 
development  and  job  placement  tasks  if  there  are  no  specific  financial  rewards  for  doing  so. 

Commonly,  “vendors”  offering  vocational  and  tuition-based  training  packages  to  the  general  public 
promise  access  to  various  information  sources  (some  of  which  are  financed  from  public  sources)  on 
job  opportunities  in  areas  for  which  training  is  conducted.  However,  it  is  usually  left  to  the  participant 
or  student  to  conduct  those  job  development  and  placement  activities  on  his  or  her  own  behalf  with 
the  “vendor”  assuming  no  financial  liability  for  actual  job  placements  in  the  occupations  for  which 
training  was  offered  or  at  any  specified  starting  hourly  wage  rate. 

If  a vocational  training  institution  were  to  assume  extraordinary  responsibility  in  the  subcontract  for 
conducting  more  extensive  job  development  and  placement  activities  than  would  otherwise  be 
offered  to  the  general  public  taking  its  courses,  the  amended  Act  and  its  “Interim  Final  Rule"  require 
that  a “cost  reimbursement”  subcontract  be  used.  For  the  overwhelming  majority  of  such  institutions 
(which  usually  charge  ‘luition”),  the  use  of  a “cost  reimbursement”  subcontract  is  unacceptable.  Even 
in  the  few  cases  where  it  might  be  acceptable,  there  is  no  authority  for  basing  any  subcontract 
payments  on  either  the  accomplishment  of  a job  placement,  or  on  specified  qualities  of  the  jobs  in 
which  former  participants  are  placed. 
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As  a result,  the  PIC  now  lacks  an  mechanism  for  ensuring  that  its  job  placement  and  job  quality  policies 
are  actually  accomplished  or  that  the  job  placement  rate  is  the  Title  IIIA  Programs  can  be  improved. 

Proposed  Policy 

The  Committee  recommends  that  monies  that  would  have  otherwise  been  budgeted  in  subcontracts 
for  job  development  and  placement  activities  be  shifted  to  the  PIC's  budget,  that  new  positions  be 
created  on  the  PIC's  staff  to  ensure  that  these  activities  are  performed,  and  that  the  PIC  assume 
greater  responsibility  for  ensuring  that  these  performance  objectives  are  accomplished. 

This  is  to  be  handled  as  a “sole  source”  procurement,  as  time  does  not  permit  the  delay  required  for 
public  notification  and  completion  of  competitive  procurement.  Achieving  the  job  placement  of 
persons  who  have  already  completed  training  must  be  accomplished  quickly  so  that  the  skills  learned 
not  be  lost,  and  be  accomplished  within  the  90-day  time  period  for  placement  credit. 


January 
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-^^RIVATE  INDUSTRY  (^OUNCIL 

OF FRANCISCO,  INC. 

NOTICE  of  a PUBLIC  MEETING  DOF'.’  IMEWT<^  DEPT. 

of  the  dec  7 1994 

EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  sAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


NOTE:  The  planning  Committee  will  be  meeting  December  15th  in  the  afternoon 


DATE: 

Wednesdayrlp^ember  14,  1^9^ 

TIME: 

9:30 -11:30  a.m. 

LOCATION: 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 

33  Gough  Street 

Auditorium 

enda 


Public  testimony  on  agenda  items  will  be  taken  throughout  the  meeting 


1 . Adoption  of  agenda 

2.  Overview  of  JTPA  program  performance  under  Title  II  and  Title  III  during  Program  Year  1 993  (July  1 , 
1993  to  June  30,  1994)  (Evaluation  Committee  members,  please  bring  October  31st  reports, 
summary  and  detailed  data.  Some  additional  materials  enclosed) 

3.  Overview  of  1994  Summer  Youth  Employment  & Training  Program  (SYETP)  (Materials  enclosed) 

4.  Overview  of  School-to-Work  (federal  phrasing)  or  School-to-Career  (California’s  name)  — Ray  Holland 

5.  The  San  Francisco  Summer  Training  & Education  Program  (STEP),  as  seen  by  the  S.F.  Unified 
School  District  and  the  PIC  — report  by  SFUSD  & PIC  staff 

6.  Assessment  Center  at  City  College,  now  & in  the  future 

7.  Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items 


Committee  members  please  RSVP  to  621-6853 


(k 


If  you  require  special  accommodation  due  to  a disability 
please  call  Roberta  Fazande  at  621-6853  or  TDD  621-3832 
at  least  72  hours  in  advance 


Issued  December  2,  1994 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  i^OUNCIL 

OF  SAN  FRANCISCO.  INC. 

- MEMORANDUM 

TO:  MEMBERS,  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  DATE;  DECEMBER  1,  1994 

FROM:  EUNICE  ELTON 

SUBJECT:  REPORTED  UNDER-SERVICE  TO  YOUTHS 


I have  been  reviewing  the  annual  (and  excellent)  recap  of  performance  data  prepared  by  Clara  Wong  and 
her  MIS  staff,  dated  October  31,  1994.  As  a result,  I have  developed  concerns  about  our  services  to 
youths. 

• we  failed  the  Youth  Employability  Enhancement  Rate  Standard  by  a considerable  margin; 

• while  our  Basic  Adult  Placement  rate  was  66%,  it  was  only  54%  for  youths  (even  the  older  Individuals 
rate  was  62%); 

• while  our  positive  termination  rate  for  adults  was  83%,  and  for  OIPs  was  87%,  it  was  only  67%  for 
youths. 

It  is  very  easy  to  say  “it  was  all  those  hard-to-serve  Black  Male  Youths!”.  But  in  fact  we  planned  to  enroll  58, 
and  actually  enrolled  only  21  (36%  of  plan).  If  we  don't  enroll  them  we  can't  serve  them. 

It  is  also  easy  to  cry  “all  those  High  Risk  Youths!”.  We  planned  to  enrolled  278,  but  actually  enrolled  only 
172  (62%  of  plan).  See  also  a footnote  on  page  2. 

There  is  no  reason  to  hold  those  two  groups  accountable,  nor  the  males,  who  were  41%  of  the  total 
enrolled,  but  only  35%  of  the  youths  placed. 

Overall,  we  enrolled  only  283  of  the  371  youths  we  planned  to  sen/e;  this  is  76%. 

• Seven  of  the  1 6 IIC  contractors  enrolled  fewer  than  75%  each  of  the  number  of  youths  planned 

• Four  of  those  contractors  enrolled  fewer  than  75%  of  the  Blacks  planned  and  50%  or  fewer  of  the 
Black  Males  planned 

• All  seven  enrolled  fewer  than  50%  of  the  High  Risk  Youths  planned. 

Part  of  the  problem,  then,  is  under-enrollment,  overall,  but  particularly  for  High  Risk  Youths  and  Black  Male 
youths. 

A second  part  of  the  problem  is  “other  positive  terminations”,  which  as  reported  means  “achieved  Youth 
Employability  Enhancements”. 

Of  1 9 youth-serving  contractors  (16  in  IIC  and  3 in  IIA-IIC5%  Incentive  money), 

• only  10  proposed  to  provide  youth  employment  enhancements.  This  includes: 

V all  4 BRE  contractors, 

V 5 OESL  contractors, 

V 1 OCT  contractor,  and 

V 0 OJT  contractor. 
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• of  those  10 — - — — 

V the  total  proposed  was  59  YEE's 

V the  total  accomplished  was  39  (66%) 

• and  3 of  the  10  exceeded  the  planned  number, 

V 5 failed  to  reach  the  planned  number,  and 
2 reported  none  at  all. 

If  it  were  not  for  the  3 (all  OESL  contracts)  which  turned  in  12  extra  YEEs,  we  would  have  a 27  of  59 
score,  or  only  46%  of  planned  performance. 

Only  one  occupational  training  contractor  reported  YEE's.  But  isn't  acquiring  a job  skill  a “countable" 
enhancement? 

I am  sure  everyone  believes  that  the  documentation  requirements  are  impossible.  But  some  sub-K's  can 
do  it  — and  do. 


Recommendations 

In  the  coming  year  all  contracts  using  IIC  money,  and  other  contracts  providing  BRE  to  serve  youths 
should  be  required  to  plan  for  an  established  percentage  of  YEE's,  just  as  they  plan  for  placements.  We 
should  allow  count  of  both  a YEE  and  a placement  for  a single  individual.  I suggest  a 60%  goal  for  YEE's. 

Target  enrollment  goals  for  Hard-to-Serve  Youths  and  Black  Male  youths,  as  listed  in  our  PIC  122’s,  should 
be  firm,  with  100%  performance  required. 


Footnote;  The  proper  term  now  is  "Hard  to  Serve  Youths”  rather  than  "High  Risk”.  We’ll  try  to  learn  to  use 
it. 
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1994  SYETP  REPORT 


Background 

The  Private  Industry  Council  of  San  Francisco  received  $3.3  million  dollars  to  administer  the  1994  Summer 
Youth  Employment  and  Training  Program  (SYETP).  Approximately  $2.4  million  dollars  was  allocated  to  the 
work  experience  and  educational  components.  The  Summer  Training  and  Education  Program  (STEP) 
was  allocated  $200,000  dollars.  Monies  were  also  directed  to  specific  activities  associated  with  the 
SYETP  and  the  overall  management  of  the  program. 

The  PIC  Summer  staff  consisted  of  a Coordinator,  an  Assistant  Coordinator,  seven  Program  Compliance 
Specialists,  a Clerk-typist,  a Certification  Supervisor,  two  Certification  Clerks,  seven  Certifiers,  a MIS 
Technical  Advisor,  two  MIS  Specialist  1 Assistants,  a Payroll  Supervisor,  and  six  Payroll  Clerks.  Only  four 
were  regular  PIC  employees;  all  others  were  temporary,  though  a few  return  each  year. 

The  program  design  consisted  of  three  components  which  included  basic  remedial  education,  work 
experience,  and  the  Summer  Training  and  Education  Program  (STEP).  The  plan  was  to  serve  2357 
youths  in  the  work  experience  component  which  included  one  hundred  (100)  youths  in  the  educational 
component,  and  twenty  (20)  youths  in  the  older  youth  educational  component.  In  addition  to  this,  there 
was  also  a planned  figure  to  serve  one  hundred  forty  (140)  youths  in  the  Summer  Training  Employment 
Program  (STEP). 

A request  for  proposals  was  issued  March  2,  1994  for  the  work  experience  and  the  education 
components.  Fifteen  (15)  proposals  were  received  by  the  5:00  p.m.  deadline  March  17,  1994.  PIC  staff 
reviewed  and  rated  the  proposals  and  funding  was  recommended  for  fourteen  (14)  subcontracts  for  work 
experience:  ten  to  serve  youths  in  specific  geographic  neighborhoods  of  San  Francisco,  one  to  serve 
older  youths  sixteen  to  twenty-one  (16-21)  who  have  dropped  out  of  school,  one  to  serve  public  school 
youths  citywide,  one  to  serve  non-public  school  youths  citywide  and  one  to  serve  severely  disabled 
youths  citywide.  Three  agencies  were  recommended  to  operate  an  educational  component;  San 
Francisco  Unified  School  District  to  serve  public  and  non-public  school  youths,  San  Francisco  Educational 
Services  to  serve  school  dropouts,  and  Careers  Abound  to  serve  severely  disabled  youths. 

The  youths  worked  five  days  a week  for  four  hours  a day  from  June  27,  1 994  to  August  1 9,  1 994. 

There  were  four  educational  components  offered  to  the  youths.  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District  operated  an  educational  component  from  June  27  to  .August  5,  1994.  The  youths  attended 
classes  in  the  morning  for  two  hours  a day.  Careers  Abound  youths  attended  classes  three  days  a week 
from  1 :00  p.m.  to  5:00  p.m.  The  youths  from  the  San  Francisco  Educational  Services  attended  classes 
eight  hours  a week  from  June  27  to  August  19,  1994. 

One  hundred  and  thirty-seven  (137)  fourteen  (14)  and  fifteen  (15)  year  old  youths  were  served  in  the 
STEP  component.  The  youths  attended  basic  remediation/life  skill  classes  four  hours  a day  in  the 
morning  for  six  (6)  weeks,  and  they  worked  afternoons  three  (3)  hours  a day  for  7.8  weeks. 

All  youths  in  the  educational  component  were  paid  $4.25  per  hour  for  attending  class  with  the  exception 
of  the  older  youth  drop  out  component.  These  youths  were  paid  $5.00  per  hour. 
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The  table  below  represents  the  negotiated  subcontract  amount  for  each  subcontractor  and  the  area  of 
service. 

Negotiated 


Subcontractor 

Area  of  Service 

Subcontract  Amount 

Bernal  Heights  Center 

City  wide  non-public  schools 

$112,000 

Buchanan  YMCA 

Western  Addition/Haight  Ashbury 

$193,000 

Careers  Abound 

City  wide  Severely  Disabled 

$72,974  * 

CYC  Directions 

Richmond-Sunset 

$273,000 

Community  Ed.  Services 

Chinatown/North  Beach 

$96,992 

Horizons  Unlimited  of  S.F. 

Mission 

$243,000 

Ingleside  Community  Center 

Oceanview/Merced/Ingleside 

$73,000 

Mission  Neighborhood  Center 

Outer  Mission 

$100,000 

Potrero  Hill  Neighborhood  House 

Potrero  Hill 

$63,000 

San  Francisco  Ed.  Services 

City  wide 

$25,500 

San  Francisco  Unified  School 

Citywide 

$847,150 

Vietnamese  Youth  Center 

Central  City 

$131,989 

Visitacion  Valley  Comm.  Center 

Visitacion  Valley 

$84,000 

Young  Community  Developers 

Bayview/Hunters  Point 

$136,000 

* The  combined  work  experience/basic  education  is  represented  by  this  figure. 

Participant  Characteristics 

This  year  the  participant  characteristic  enrollment  goals  were  under  in  some  areas  and  over  in  others.  The 
enrollment  goals  were  not  met  for  males,  sixteen  to  twenty-one  (16-21)  years  old,  school  dropouts, 
Koreans,  other  Asians,  Filipinos,  Japanese,  Other  Pacificans,  Hispanics,  and  Whites.  The  enrollment 
goals  were  met  and  in  some  cases  were  over  for  females,  fourteen  (14-15)  years  old,  eighteen  - twenty- 
one  (18-21)  year  old,  Chinese,  Disabled,  African-Americans,  and  public  assistance  recipients. 


Recruitment  and  Eligibility  Certification 

The  recruitment  of  youths  for  the  program  began  in  March.  The  subcontractors  employed  a variety  of 
techniques  to  reach  and  inform  the  great  diversity  of  youths  in  San  Francisco.  The  first  certification  was 
Saturday,  April  16,  and  the  last  was  in  late  June.  All  subcontractors  with  the  exception  of  Bernal  Heights 
Neighborhood  Center,  CYC/Directions,  Horizons  Unlimited  of  S.F.,  and  the  Vietnamese  Youth 
Development  Center,  met  their  slot  levels  by  June  27  which  was  the  first  paid  day  for  the  youths. 

The  eligibility  oertificaiiot^  process  was  somewhat  hectic  for  F'C  staff  this  year.  A directive  was  issued  in 
April  1 994  that  stated  that  the  1 994  SYETP  was  to  follow  the  new  interim  final  JTPA  rules  and  regulations. 
Due  to  ambiguities  and  lack  of  clarity  in  some  areas,  it  created  a few  problems  in  the  certification  process, 
however,  staff  worked  through  and  resolved  them. 

The  majority  of  the  certifications  were  held  at  the  subcontractor  sites,  which  for  the  most  part,  worked  out 
quite  well  for  the  youths  and  the  subcontractors.  A total  of  twenty-nine  hundred  (2900)  youths  were 
certified  eligible  to  participate  in  the  program. 

Worksite  Development  and  Participant  Placement 

There  were  approximately  one  thousand-two  hundred  and  twenty  (1,220)  worksites  and  three  thousand- 
two  hundred  and  thirty-one  (3,231)  job  slots  developed. 
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The  chart  below  lists  the  types  of  jobs  and  the  number  of  positions: 


Arts  & Craft  Aide 

43 

- 1% 

Maintenance  Aide 

52  - 

2% 

Childcare  Aide 

322  - 

- 10% 

Recreation  Aide 

347  - 

- 1 0% 

Clerical  Aide 

1617  - 

- 50% 

Senior  Center  Aide 

17  - 

1% 

Custodial  Aide 

358  ■ 

- 11% 

Stock/Warehouse  Aide 

19  - 

1% 

Docent/Arls  & Crafts  Aide 

20  - 

- 1% 

Swim  Aide 

29  - 

1% 

Food  Service  Aide 

62  ■ 

- 2% 

Teacher  Aide 

185  - 

6% 

Gardener  Aide 

38  - 

- 1% 

Theatre  Aide 

16  ■ 

- .05% 

Health  Care  Aide 

11  - 

- .03% 

Video/Production  Aide 

34  - 

- m 

Library  Aide 

61  ■ 

- 2% 

Total 

3231 

10  0% 

The  total  number  of  youths  placed  at  job  sites  was  two  thousand-five  hundred  and  eighty-one  (2,581). 
They  worked  20  hours  per  week  for  7.8  weeks. 

As  a result  of  following  the  SYETP  new  interim  final  rules,  before  each  youth  was  placed  on  a job,  an 
objective  assessment,  and  an  Individual  Service  Strategy  Plan  (ISS)  was  completed.  The  main  focus  of 
the  ISS  was  the  youth’s  interest  in  a particular  job,  the  assessment  of  the  youth’s  academic  skills,  and  the 
youth’s  future  educational/vocational  goals.  In  addition  to  this  a Work  Skills  Progress  Report  was 
completed  by  the  Team  Leader/Teacher  Advisor  bi-weekly  as  a means  of  following  the  youth’s  progress  at 
the  job  site. 

Again  this  year  SYETP  youths  were  given  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  Arts  Component  which  was 
implemented  by  California  Lawyers  for  the  Arts  and  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District.  The  youths 
worked  at  the  Bayview  Opera  House  as  theater  Assistants,  and  they  were  involved  with  acting,  filming, 
editing,  and  the  overall  production  of  a video  documentary.  Another  interesting  worksite  was  the  Mission 
Cultural  Center.  The  youths  learned  Computer  Graphics,  Photography,  and  Silkscreen  techniques,  as 
well  as  a variety  of  theatre  skills;  such  as  producing,  acting,  stage  lighting,  box  office,  etc. 

The  University  Component  was  also  offered  again  this  year.  SFUSD  placed  youths  at  sites  on  the  San 
Francisco  State  University  campus,  and  they  attended  weekly  enhancement  workshops  and  support 
groups. 


Educational  Component 

The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District,  Careers  Abound,  and  the  San  Francisco  Educational  Services 
provided  education  programs.  The  SFUSD  provided  classroom  instruction  in  the  areas  of  reading, 
vocabulary,  and  math  for  a total  of  one  hundred  and  six  (1 06)  youths.  They  attended  classes  for  two  (2) 
hours  in  the  morning  for  six  (6)  weeks.  Computer  assisted  instruction  was  incorporated  along  with 
counseling,  guidance,  and  parent  activities.  Classes  were  held  at  Mission  High  School.  There  were  three 
youths  from  Careers  Abound  who  attended  classes  on  site  due  to  special  circumstances.  This  year 
youths  were  paid  $4.25  per  hour  for  attending  the  classes.  A total  of  one  hundred  and  three  (1 03)  youths 
completed  the  program  with  a passing  grade  and  good  attendance,  and  they  received  five  (5)  elective 
credits.  Ninety-seven  percent  (97%)  of  the  youths  completed  the  program  this  year  as  compared  to 
seventy-seven  percent  (77%)  last  year.  The  wages  paid  to  the  youths  may  have  made  the  difference  this 
year. 
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The  chart  below  lists  the  enrollment  data. 


1994  SYETP  Enrollment  - EDUCATIONAL  COMPONENT 


Community  Based  Organization  1 

Enrollment  Goal 

Enrolled 

Completed 

Bernal  Heights 

5 

3 

1 

Careers  Abound 

3 

3 

3 

Community  Educational  Services 

4 

4 

4 

CYC/Directions 

11 

16 

16 

Horizons  Unlimited  of  S.F. 

10 

13 

1 1 

Ingleside  Community  Center 

3 

1 

1 

Potrero  Hill  Neighborhood  Center 

3 

0 

0 

Precita  Center 

4 

5 

5 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 

33 

37 

36 

Vietnamese  Youth  Development  Center 

6 

11 

10 

Visitacion  Valley  Community  Center 

4 

5 

5 

YMCA-Buchanan 

8 

5 

5 

Young  Community  Developers 

6 

6 

6 

Total 

100 

*109 

103 

*Three  enrollees  were  found  to  be  ineligible 


All  subcontractors  referred  youths  to  the  educational  component  with  the  exception  of  Potrero  Hill 
Neighborhood  House. 

The  San  Francisco  Educational  Services  provided  an  educational  work  experience  component  for  older 
youths  sixteen  to  twenty-one  (16-21)  who  had  dropped  out  of  school.  The  youths  attended  reading, 
language  arts,  and  math  classes  eight  (8)  hours  per  week  and  they  worked  twelve  (12)  hours  per  week. 
They  were  paid  $5.00  per  hour  for  a total  of  twenty  (20)  hours. 

Labor  Market  Orientation 

A Labor  Market  Orientation  (LMO)  was  required  for  all  SYETP  youths.  As  in  previous  years  the  community 
based  agencies  set  up  formats  that  included  workshops,  mock  interviews,  video  taped  interviews,  skits, 
guest  speakers,  job  fairs,  etc...  A wide  array  of  topics  was  covered,  from  job  readiness,  worksite  etiquette, 
self-esteem,  cultural  diversity,  AIDS  awareness  and  prevention,  teen  pregnancy,  college 
admission/financial  aid  assistance,  substance  abuse,  and  the  occupational  outlook  into  the  21st  century. 
The  SFUSD  used  a different  approach  with  the  LMO  due  to  the  large  number  of  youths  they  served.  Two 
booklets  (LAP  I & II)  were  given  to  tlie  ycutht.  to  complete.  The  first  LAP  booklet  was  entitled  “How  To  Be 
Successful  on  Your  SYETP  Job”.  The  lessons  focused  on  learning  about  the  worksite,  etiquette  at  the 
worksite,  establishing  good  rapport  with  worksite  supervisors  and  co-workers,  and  how  to  access 
personal,  general,  and  occupational  skills.  Other  lessons  included  understanding  your  check,  banking, 
and  budgeting.  The  second  LAP  booklet  was  entitled  “How  To  Be  Successful  in  Getting  Your  Next  Job," 
and  it  included  how  to  complete  an  application,  resumes  and  cover  letters,  job  search  skills  and  how  to 
look  for  employment.  This  booklet  also  addressed  particular  tax  information  (filing  W-2  tax  forms). 

The  overall  goal  of  the  LMO  was  to  provide  to  the  youths  an  opportunity  to  gain  beneficial  information  to 
their  future  employability/career  goals. 

Payroll/Fiscal 

The  PIC  payroll  clerks  and  the  subcontractor  staff  worked  together  so  that  all  youths  were  paid  on  time. 
The  usual  problems  involving  the  incomplete  and  late  timesheets  were  resolved  satisfactorily.  Some  of 
the  subcontractors  were  very  delinquent  in  turning  in  invoices  and  monthly  reports.  This  matter  will  be 
addressed  next  year. 


December  2,  1994 


MIS 

The  MIS  staff  was  very  efficient  and  timely  in  processing  the  certification  paperwork.  The  communication 
between  most  of  the  subcontractors  and  the  MIS  staff  was  good,  and  the  majority  of  the  subcontractors 
completed  paperwork  in  a timely  manner. 

Conclusion 

Next  year  the  SYETP  will  place  more  emphasis  on  the  combining  of  work  and  academic  learning  at  the 
worksite,  as  well  as,  improving  in  the  areas  of  the  participant  characteristic  enrollment  goals  that  were  not 
met,  the  overall  Certification  process,  and  the  objective  assessment/I SS  process. 

This  year  there  was  a delay  in  starting  the  1994  SYETP,  however,  the  PIC  staffs  and  the  Subcontractors’ 
staffs  worked  together  focusing  on  providing  a high  quality  educational/work  experience  for  the  youths  in 
San  Francisco.  This  endeavor  was  successful. 


December  2,  1994 
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TO: 


/pRIVATE  INDUSTRY  ^OUNCIL 

OF  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

J\fJE^RANDUM 


EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS 


DAT&<3^NUA^12.  199^ 


FROM:  EUNICE  ELTON ^ 

SUBJECT:  GRAPHIC  SUMMARY  OF  PY  ’93  JTPA  PLAN-VS-ACTUAL  PERFORMANCE 


To  assist  with  your  review  and  evaluation  of  subcontractor  performance,  attached  are  six  pages  of  graphic 
summary  data  from  the  PY’93  Benefit/Cost  report.  These  graphs  display  enrolled  participant 
characteristics  for  the  major  JTPA  programs  including  8%  GAiN  and  the  San  Francisco  Assessment 
Center.  The  data  are  percentage  comparisons  of  design  goals  versus  aggregate  subcontract  goals  versus 
actual  enrollments  recorded.  In  PY  ’93  we  didn’t  force  the  aggregate  subcontract  goals  to  agree  with  the 
design  goals  as  in  prior  years. 


Attachment 

cc:  Planning  Committee  Members 
PIC  Staff 

PIC  Subcontractors 


QOr* nppT. 
JAN  17  1995 

SAN  FRANCISCO  . 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


1049  MARKET  STREET,  4TH  FLOOR  • SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94103-1634  • (415)  621-6853 
FAX  (415)  621-0793  • TDD  (415)  621-3832 
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PY'93  JTPA  Title  ll-A  (77%)  Adult  — Enrolled  Participant  Characteristics  (n=426) 


Age  55  & Over 

Amer.  Indian/ 
Alaska  Nat. 
Asian/Pacific 
Islander 

Black 
Hispanic 
White 
Black  Male 

Dropout 

Reading  Level 

< Grade  7 
Math  Level 

< Grade  7 
Basic  Skills 

Deficient 

Limited 

English 


Single  Parent 


Public 

Assistance 


Food  Stamps 


□ Subpart  Enrollment  Design  (where  applicable) 
■ Aggregate  Enrollment  Goals  for  all  Subcontracts 

□ Actual  Subpart  Enrollment 


(No  quanlifisd  goal) 


Percent  of  Enrollments 


PY'93  JTPA  Title  ll-C  (82%)  Youth  — Enrolled  Participant  Characteristics  (n=283) 


American  Indian/ 
Alaska  Native 
Asian/ 
Pacific  Islander 


High  Risk 


Dropout 

Reading  Level 

< Grade  7 
Math  Level 

< Grade  7 
Basic  Skills 

Deficient 

Limited 

English 


Single  Parent 


Public 

Assistance 


Food  Stamps 


□ Subpart  Enrollment  Design  (where  applicable) 
■ Aggregate  Enrollment  Goals  for  all  Subcontracts 

□ Actual  Subpart  Enrollment 


(No  quantilied  gotl) 


Percent  of  Enrollments 


PY'93  JTPA  Title  ll-A  (5%)  Older  Individuals  — Enrolled  Participant  Characteristics  (n=126) 

Male 


Age  55  & Over 

Amer.  Indian/ 
Alaska  Nat. 
Asian/Pacific 
Islander 

Black 
Hispanic 
White 
Black  Male 

Dropout 

Reading  Level 

< Grade  7 

Math  Level 

< Grade  7 

Basic  Skills 
Deficient 

Limited 

English 

Disabled 
Ex-Offender 
Single  Parent 

Veteran 

Public 

Assistance 

AFDC 
GAIN 
SSI/SSP 
GA/RCA 
Food  Stamps 
Homeless 


^3% 

0% 

I]2% 


]i% 


(No  quanlilied  goal) 



(No  quantified  goal) 

L_ 


□ Subpart  Enrollment  Design  (where  applicable) 
■ Aggregate  Enrollment  Goals  for  all  Subcontracts 

□ Actual  Subpart  Enrollment 


Percent  of  Enrollments 


PY'93  JTPA  Titles  ll-A/G  (5%)  Incentive  — Enrolled  Participant  Characteristics  (n=60) 


Percent  of  Enrollments 


PY'93  JTPA  Titles  ll-A/C  (8%)  GAIN  — Enrolled  Participant  Characteristics  (n=33) 


Male 
Female 
Age  16-17 
Age  18-21 

Age  22-54 

American  Indian/ 
Alaska  Native 
Asian/ 
Pacific  Islander 

Black 
Hispanic 
White 
High  Risk 
Black  Male 

Dropout 

Reading  Level 

< Grade  7 
Math  Level 

< Grade  7 
Basic  Skills 

Deficient 

Limited 

English 

Disabled 
Ex-Offender 
Single  Parent 

Public 

Assistance 

AFDC 
GAIN 
SSI/SSP 
GA/RCA 
Food  Stamps 
Homeless 


1 10% 

0% 


(No  quantified  goal) 


0% 


1 64% 


0% ; : ■ Aggregate  Enrollment  Goals  for  all  Subcontracts 


(No  quantified  goaf) 

: □ Actual  Subpart  Enrollment 


(No  quantified  goat) 
0% 

0% 


-T--  i • ■ 1 ^ ^ I ■ ■ ■ ■ I ^ ' I ^ ~~l  ■ i ^ ^ 

0%  10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100% 


Percent  of  Enrollments 


liiiiliiili 


PY'93  JTPA  Titles  ll-A/C  (8%)  S.F.  Assessment  Center  — Enrolled  Participant  Characteristics  (n=298) 


Male 
Female 
Age  21  & Under 

Age  22  & Over 

American  Indian/ 
Alaska  Native 

Asian/ 
Pacific  Islander 

Black 
Hispanic 
White 
Black  Male 

Dropout 

Reading  Level 

< Grade  7 

Math  Level 

< Grade  7 

Basic  Skills 
Deficient 

Limited 

English 

Disabled 

Ex-Offender 

Single  Parent 

Public 

Assistance 

AFDC 
GAIN 
SSI/SSP 
GA/RCA 
Food  Stamps 
Homeless 


□ 2% 


Subpart  Enrollment  Design  (not  applicable) 
Aggregate  Enrollment  Goals  (not  applicable) 
□ Actual  Subpart  Enrollment 


][]  40% 


□ 50% 


1 13% 

|8% 

□□4%  : 

|47% 

10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70% 


90%  100% 


Percent  of  Enrollments 


>RIVATE  INDUSTRY  r^OUNCIL 


of  the 

EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 


□or'  iMCMTq  dept, 

DEC  2 2 1994 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


DATE: 

TIME: 


LOCATION:  City  College  of  San  Francisco 


33  Gough  Street 
Auditorium 


Agenda 


Public  testimony  on  agenda  items  will  be  taken  throughout  the  meeting 


1 . Adoption  of  agenda 

2.  Overview  of  JTPA  program  performance  under  Title  II  and  Title  III  during  Program  Year  1993  (July  1 , 
1993  to  June  30,  1994)  (Evaluation  Committee  members,  please  bring  October  31st  reports, 
summary  and  detailed  data.  Some  additional  materials  enclosed) 

3.  Overview  of  1994  Summer  Youth  Employment  & Training  Program  (SYETP)  (Materials  enclosed) 

4.  Overview  of  School-to-Work  (federal  phrasing)  or  School-to-Career  (California’s  name)  — Ray  Holland 

5.  The  San  Francisco  Summer  Training  & Education  Program  (STEP),  as  seen  by  the  S.F.  Unified 
School  District  and  the  PIC  — report  by  SFUSD  & PIC  staff 

6.  Assessment  Center  at  City  College,  now  & in  the  future 

7.  Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items 


1049  MARKET  STREET,  4TH  FLOOR  • SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94103-1634  • (415)  621-6853 
FAX  (415)  621-0793  • TDD  (415)  621-3832 


Committee  members  please  RSVP  to  621-6853 


If  you  require  special  accommodation  due  to  a disability 
please  call  Roberta  Fazande  at  621-6853  or  TDD  621-3832 
at  least  72  hours  in  advance 


Issued  December  20,  1994 


Cf  Recycled  Paper 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  (COUNCIL 


OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

MEMORANDUM 


TO; 


EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS 


DATE;  DECEMBER  20.  1994 


FROM; 


LESLIE  LUTTGENS, 


SUBJECT;  NEXT  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  MEETING. 


After  polling  the  members  of  the  Evaluation  Committee  members  it  appears  that  most  members  will  be 
able  to  attend  the  next  meeting  which  has  been  set  for  Thursday,  January  19  starting  at  9;30  a.m.  to 
1 1 ;30  a.m.  It  will  be  in  the  auditorium  of  the  Community  College  located  at  33  Gough  Street.  The  agenda 
(on  the  reverse  side)  remains  the  same  as  the  December  14  meeting  which  was  canceled  because  there 
were  only  three  members  present. 

It  is  very  important  that  we  meet  to  review  what  has  happened  and  what  we  are  doing  so  we  can  submit  our 
recommendations  to  the  full  Council  and  offer  input  into  the  planning  process  for  the  upcoming  program 
year  and  the  2-year  plan.  Please  be  sure  to  bring  the  material  that  was  sent  to  you  for  the  December  1 4 
meeting  to  the  upcoming  January  19  meeting. 

Please  make  every  effort  to  attend  this  meeting  and  please  call  the  PIC  to  confirm  your  attendance. 


cc;  Council  Members 
PIC  Staff 

PIC  Subcontractors 


1049  MARKET  STREET,  4TH  FLOOR  • SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94103-1634  • (415)  621-6853 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  POUNCIL 

^ OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

^ NOTICE  of  a PUBLIC  MEETING 

O,  ,he 

' EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 


DATE: 

Thursday,' May  18th.  1995 

TIME; 

10;00  a.m. -T2:00  p.m. 

LOCATION; 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 

33  Gough  Street 

Auditorium 

D0CUK’rNT3  DEPT 

APR  2 5 1995 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Agenda 

Public  testimony  on  agenda  items  will  be  taken  throughout  the  meeting 

1 . Adoption  of  agenda 

2.  The  San  Francisco  Summer  Training  & Education  Program  (STEP)  Evaluation  Report,  prepared  by 
the  S.F.  Unified  School  District  (enclosed) 

3.  Adult  and  Youth  Employability  Enhancements  (draft  material  to  mailed  at  a later  date) 

4.  Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items 


Committee  members  please  RSVP  to  621-6853 


(k 


If  you  require  special  accommodation  due  to  a disability 
please  call  Roberta  Fazande  at  621-6853  or  TDD  621-3832 
at  least  72  hours  in  advance 


Issued  April  24,  1995 


1049  MARKET  STREET,  4TH  FLOOR  • SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94103-1634  • (415)  621-6853 
FAX  (415)  621-0793  • TDD  (415)  621-3832 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  (^OUNCIL 

OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 
MEMORANDUM 


TO:  MEMB^S,  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  DATE:  APRIL  24.  1995 

FROM:  ^ LES^llUTTG  ENS,  OH Al  RWOM AN 

SUBJECT:  ISSUES  TO  BE  DISCUSSED  AT  THE  NEXT  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  MEETING. 


NEXT  MEETING 

Please  mark  your  calendars  for  May  1 8, 1 995  as  the  Evaluation  Committee  will  meet  that  day  from  1 0:00  to 
12:00  p.m.  at  the  auditorium  of  the  S.F.  Community  College  located  at  33  Gough  Street  (agenda 
enclosed). 

STEP  REPORT 

Enclosed  is  the  S.F  School  District’s  STEP  Evaluation  Report.  It  is  in  two  parts;  the  smaller  packet  is  the 
executive  summary  while  the  larger  one  (dated  March  24,  1995)  is  the  full  report.  Due  to  time  restrictions 
the  Planning  Committee  met  March  30th  to  briefly  discuss  the  report  and  make  its  recommendation  to  the 
full  PIC  regarding  funding  for  another  cycle  of  STEP  students.  The  Planning  Committee  also  heard  from 
representatives  from  the  District  as  well  as  one  of  the  mentor/  tutors.  At  the  April  1 1th  meeting  of  the  full 
Council  it  approved  the  Planning  Committee’s  recommendation  for  another  year  of  STEP  students. 

Although  there  is  a wealth  of  information  in  the  STEP  report,  there  was  concern  expressed  at  the 
Planning  Committee  meeting  that  the  kind  of  information  that  would  be  useful  to  the  members  of  the 
committee  and  staff  was  not  available.  Because  our  committee  was  unable  to  review  the  report  before  it 
went  to  the  Planning  Committee  we  had  no  recommendations  to  offer  them.  Although  the  STEP  will  be 
funded  for  another  cycle,  we  should  meet  to  discuss  the  kind  of  information  that  should  be  included  in  the 
next  evaluation  which  should  be  conducted  at  the  end  of  the  summer  and  completed  some  time  in  late 
November  to  coincide  with  our  review  of  the  Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training  Program  (SYETP). 

ADULT  AND  YOUTH  EMPLOYABILITY  ENHANCEMENTS 

The  other  item  on  the  upcoming  agenda  will  be  our  recommendation  that  the  subcontractors  and  PIC  staff 
work  on  developing  youth  and  adult  employability  enhancements  that  were  more  realistic  in  terms  of  levels 
that  would  be  closer  to  the  job  skill  requirements.  This  issue  was  discussed  at  our  meeting  in  December, 
but  did  not  provide  PIC  staff  or  the  subcontractors  adequate  information  on  how  to  proceed.  We  would 
like  to  review  this  matter  in  more  detail  at  our  May  1 8th  meeting. 


cc:  Planning  Committee 
SFUSD 
PICStaff 
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TO: 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  POUNCIL 


OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

/ 

/ MEMORANDUM 

ALL  MEMBERS  OF  THE  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 
ANTHONY  LINCOLN.  MA><5|Wfe^TAFF 


DO^' 


’■c  OEr  t 


MAY  1 5 1995 

SAM  FRANCISCO 
PURL IC  LIBRARY 
DATEcWY  11.  1995 


FROM:  STEVE  ARCELONA 

SUBJECT:  PLANNING  FOR  "ADULT"  AND  "YOUTH  EMPLOYABILITY  ENHANCEMENTS" 

Background  and  Definitions: 


Several  months  ago  the  Council  adopted  a policy  recommended  by  the  Committee  to  increase  the 
emphases  placed  on  planning  for  and  recording  "Adult  Employability  Enhancements"  (AEEs)  and  "Youth 
Employability  Enhancements"  (YEEs). 

An  "Employability  Enhancement"  is  a participant  termination  category  authorized  for  JTPA  programs  which 
recognizes  that  the  individual's  long-term  employability  has  been  enhanced  from  what  it  was  when  he  or 
she  enrolled  in  the  JTPA  Program.  It  assumes  that  this  enhancement  will  contribute  to  the  individual's 
potential  for  long-term  increases  in  earnings  and  employment  after  leaving  the  JTPA  Program. 


In  the  federally-required  JTPA  reporting  system,  this  termination  category  can  either  be  a complement  to 
or  a substitute  for  an  "Entered  Unsubsidized  Employment"  (or  a job  placement),  the  primary  objective  of  all 
JTPA  Programs.  In  that  reporting  system,  "Employability  Enhancements"  are  defined  differently  for 
"Adults"  and  for  "Youths"  as: 


1 .  The  attainment  of  one  or  both  of  the  following  "Adult  Employment  Competencies"  (AECs)  based 
on  the  PIC's  specifications  of: 

a.  "basic  educational  skills"  at  termination;  or 

b.  "occupational  skills"  at  termination. 

2.  The  attainment  of  two  or  more  of  the  following  "Youth  Employment  Competencies"  (YECs) 
based  on  the  PIC's  specifications  of: 

a.  "pre-employment  and  work  maturity  skills"  at  termination; 

b.  "basic  educational  skills"  at  termination;  or 

c.  "occupational  skills"  at  termination. 

3.  "returned  to  full-time  school"  for  youths  who,  at  enrollment  into  the  JTPA  Program,  were  "school 
dropouts"; 

4.  "remained  in  school"  for  youths  who,  at  enrollment  into  the  JTPA  Program,  were  "at  risk  of 
dropping  out  of  school"; 

5.  "completed  major  level  of  education"  for  adults  or  youths  who,  at  enrollment  into  the  JTPA 
Program,  did  not  possess  a specific  secondary  or  post-secondary  certificate  of  completion  that 
was  determined  necessary  for  his  or  her  career  goal;  and 

6.  "entered  non-Title  II  training"  for  adults  or  youths  who,  at  termination,  required  and  enrolled  into 
additional  occupational  skills  training  financed  from  a source  other  than  JTPA  Title  II. 
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How  AEEs  and  YEEs  Have  Been  Planned  For  and  Recorded  Until  Now: 


The  Evaluation  Committee  reviews  and  analyzes  the  most  recent  available  sources  of  statistical  and  other 
information  on  San  Francisco's  "labor  market"  and  asks  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  to  adopt  the  following 
principal  elements  of  each  Job  Training  Plan  "Design": 

7.  an  "enrollment  goal"  for  each  significant  segment  of  San  Francisco's  "eligible  population"  taking 
into  account: 

a.  the  State's  statistical  data  on  the  estimated  representation  of  each  significant  segment  in  San 
Francisco's  "eligible  population": 

b.  each  segment's  estimated  "relative  need  for  and  ability  to  benefit  from  services  that  can  be 
potentially  provided  in  each  subpart  of  that  plan"; 

c.  the  statute's  requirements  for  ensuring  "equitability  of  planned  services  for  each  significant 
segment  of  that  eligible  population";  and 

8.  a partial  list  of  all  industries  and  occupations  that  have  been  identified  by  the  State,  the  PIC's  Staff, 
and  other  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  banks,  trade  organizations,  etc.)  as  "projected  to  exhibit 
demand  for  skilled  labor"  during  the  period  of  the  plan  being  developed  and  that  generally 
represent  "permanent",  as  opposed  to  "contingent",  jobs  in  terms  of  starting  wages,  fringe 
benefits,  and  projected  duration  of  employment. 

Based  on  the  "program  design"  adopted  by  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  (or,  as  has  more  commonly  been 
the  case  recently,  by  only  the  former),  the  Planning  Committee  then  develops  solicitations  for  proposed 
training  subcontracts  based  on: 

9.  the  "enrollment  goals"  that  have  been  approved; 

1 0.  the  partial  listing  of  "projected  demands  for  skilled  labor"  that  have  been  adopted; 

1 1 . other  factors  that  have  been  determined  necessary  to  elicit  the  most  appropriate  proposed  inter- 
ventions (e.g.,  certain  training  technologies,  special  objectives  such  as  proposed  AEEs  or  YEEs, 
etc.)  for  matching  persons  represented  by  those  enrollment  goals  with  the  jobs  represented  by 
those  projected  skilled  labor  demands  or  by  other  skilled  labor  demands  that  the  proponent  can 
demonstrate  exist  or  will  materialize; 

12.  the  criteria  for  selecting  recommended  subcontracts  from  among  all  responding  proposals;  and 

it  reviews  all  responses  to  those  solicitations,  applies  its  selection  criteria,  and  (based  on  the  financial 
resources  that  are  projected  to  be  available)  it  recommends  to  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  certain  proposals 
to  be  negotiated  into  subcontracts  of  the  PIC  under  the  final  version  of  that  plan. 

After  all  proposals  have  been  selected  and  the  final  version  of  each  Job  Training  Plan  or  annual  plan 
modification  has  been  approved  by  both  the  Mayor  and  the  PIC,  representatives  of  the  PIC  Staff  negotiate 
each  subcontract  with  representatives  of  the  prospective  subcontractors  based  on  whatever  has  been 
approved  by  the  Council  and  the  Mayor. 

One  of  the  objectives  of  these  negotiations  is  to  establish  AEEs  and  YEEs  that  embrace  both: 

13.  the  pre-existing  skills  of  the  members  of  the  eligible  population  who  have  been  specifically 
targeted  for  recruitment  and  enrollment  into  each  prospective  subcontract;  and 


14.  the  employers'  minimum  skill  requirements  for  the  specific  jobs  that  have  been  targeted  in  that 
same  prospective  subcontract  for  its  curriculum  and  its  successful  graduates. 

When  the  difference  between  the  projected  skills  deficiencies  of  new  participants  and  the  employers' 
minimum  skill  requirements  for  those  who  will  graduate  exceed  the  program's  capabilities  as  originally 
proposed  or  as  modified  for  what  is  generally  a smaller  amount  of  available  funds,  the  scope  of  the 
proposed  AEEs,  of  the  proposed  YEEs,  or  both  are  generally  narrowed  accordingly.  When  narrowed,  the 
desired  skills  of  graduates  are  almost  invariably  sacrificed  because  the  skills  deficiencies  of  new  partici- 
pants (represented  by  the  enrollment  goals)  are  essentially  not  negotiable. 

Documenting  and  recording  the  attainment  of  PIC-approved  employability  enhancements  for  all 
terminees  (even  those  who  are  placed  on  jobs)  in  accordance  with  the  definitions  presented  earlier  in  this 
report  and  the  even  more  extensive  requirements  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  are  formidable  and 
expensive  tasks. 

In  that  regard,  it  has  been  the  PIC's  policy  in  all  of  its  recent  solicitations  for  proposed  training  programs 
and  in  its  staffs  negotiations  of  subcontracts  to  urge  each  subcontractor  to  ensure  that  it  has  budgeted 
sufficient  monies  for  the  extraordinary  costs  that  it  should  expect  to  incur  in  compiling  and  recording  this 
documentation. 

Nevertheless,  for  some  training  technologies  (e.g.,  On-the-Job  Training,  etc.)  there  are  other  barriers  not 
related  to  financial  limitations  that  inhibit  or  prohibit  the  compilation  and  recording  of  documentation 
necessary  to  register  an  AEE  or  a YEE  for  every  terminee. 

How  AEEs  and  YEEs  Might  Be  Planned  For  and  Recorded  Differently: 

As  is  done  in  almost  every  other  Service  Delivery  Area  in  the  country,  if; 

1 5.  the  implied  relationship  that  now  exists  between  "enrollment  goals  for  significant  segments  of  the 
eligible  population"  and  "projected  employer  demand  for  skilled  labor"  in  San  Francisco  Job 
Training  Plans  were  reversed  (i.e.,  by  determining  that  the  latter,  as  described  in  the  8th,  10th, 
and  14th  items  of  this  report,  would  prevail  over  and  "drive"  the  former,  as  described  in  the  7th, 
9th,  and  13th  items  of  this  report,  during  the  development  of  each  plan  and  subcontract); 

16.  the  "projected  employer  demand  for  skilled  labor"  were  treated  as  a "complete  and  exclusive 
listing"  (i.e.,  even  though,  as  described  in  item  number  10,  there  is  no  such  listing)  for  purposes 
of  soliciting  and  selecting  proposals  by  no  longer  permitting  proponents  to  identify  or  demon- 
strate other  "projected  skilled  labor  demands"  as  described  in  item  number  1 1 ; 

17. the  "employer's  minimum  skill  requirements"  (instead  of  the  "pre-existing  skills  of  each  new  partic- 

ipant") were  treated  as  the  "non-negotiable"  element  of  each  AEE  and  YEE;  and 

1 8.  if  the  "employer's  minimum  skill  requirements"  were  incorporated  as  a "non-negotiable"  require- 
ments of  each  proposed  training  program  solicited  (i.e.,  this  would  mean  that,  if  the  scope  of  an 
AEE  or  YEE  needs  to  be  narrowed  during  subcontract  negotiations,  it  could  only  be  narrowed  by 
modifying  that  subcontract's  "enrollment  goals"); 

the  primary  emphasis  in  each  San  Francisco  Job  Training  Plan  would  shift  from  being  driven  by  enrollment 
goals  to  being  driven  by  employer's  skilled  labor  demands,  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  would  be  asked  to 
approve  all  AECs  and  YECs  prior  to  the  issuance  of  any  solicitation  for  proposed  training  programs  (i.e., 
instead  of  reviewing  all  proposed  AECs  and  YECs  in  each  proposal  and  subsequently  approving  them 
after  a subcontract  has  been  negotiated),  and  there  would  probably  be  substantially  fewer  AECs  and 
YECs  approved  and  those  approved  would  probably  be  much  more  uniform. 


Fewer  and  more  uniform  AECs  and  YECs  should  result  in  more  AEEs  and  YEEs  being  established  for 
almost  every  subcontract  executed  and  for  almost  every  termination  that  is  projected  within  them  (i.e., 
including  all  projected  job  placements)  and  it  should  facilitate  the  recording  of  additional  AEEs  and  YEEs 
by  reducing  the  burdens  for  documenting  them. 

However,  the  PIC  Staff  cannot  now  recommend  such  a shift  in  emphases  in  the  development  of  future 
San  Francisco  Job  Training  Plans  because: 

19.  it  would  inhibit  any  potential  for  establishing,  implementing,  and  monitoring  compliance  with, 
“equitable  enrollment  goals"; 

20.  it  would  inhibit,  if  not  prohibit,  any  potential  for  establishing  "enrollment  goals  for  those  in  the 
eligible  populations  who  are  most  in  need  of  and  would  benefit  from  JTPA  services"; 

21 . it  would  seriously  impede  the  potential  for  responding  to  significant  "demands  for  skilled  labor" 
that  are  either: 

a.  episodic  or  emerging; 

b.  not  documented  by  the  State,  PIC,  or  other  appropriate  periodically  scheduled  surveys;  or 

c.  that  are  unusual  in  any  other  sense. 

Concluding  Remarks: 

Nevertheless,  the  issues  of: 

22.  reliable  performance  measures  for  education,  employment,  and  training  programs  that  are  in 
addition  to  just  placements  in  unsubsidized  employment  or  retention  of  that  employment  (e.g., 
AEEs  and  YEEs,  especially  for  highly-targeted  programs  or  services); 

23.  reliable  collection  and  compilation  of  relevant  data  on  those  measures;  and 

24.  credible  accountability  for  demonstrating  performance  on  the  bases  of  those  and  of  other  related 
measures; 

are,  under  the  recent  "one-stop",  "program  consolidation",  "program  integration",  "school-to-career  (or 
'school-to-work')",  and  general  "workforce  development"  initiatives,  potentially  more  important  than  they 
have  been  under  the  JTPA  Programs.  As  a consequence  and  in  negotiating  PY'95  subcontracts,  the  PIC 
Staff  (in  accordance  with  the  discussion  presented  between  items  14  and  15  of  this  report)  will  endeavor 
to  ensure  that  all  data  collection  and  reporting  functions  of  subcontractors  are  as  fully  financed  as  is 
reasonably  possible  and  that  all  subcontractors  (including,  to  the  extent  possible,  even  OJT  Subcon- 
tractors) are  equally  committed  to  documenting  all  AEEs  and  YEEs  attained,  even  by  those  placed  in 
unsubsidized  employment. 

Representatives  of  the  PIC's  Staff  and  others  will  be  available  to  discuss  these  and  other  related  issues 
with  the  Committee  at  its  May  18th  meeting. 

cc:  All  Members  of  the  Planning  Committee 
PIC  Staff 

All  Prospective  PY’95  Subcontractors 
Kathy  Sage,  EDD/JTPD 
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L^AVifi^PRESENT: 

Leslie  Luttgens,  John  Cammidge,  Maurice  Miller,  Jim  Kennedy,  Steve  Arcelona. 
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PUBLIC  library 


ABSENT: 

Brenda  Cochrane,  Robert  Corrigan,  Tom  Evans,  Gary  Fistchen,  Robert  Metier,  Fred  Jordan,  Kent  Sims. 


The  meeting  was  convened  at  10:15  a.m. 

The  Committee,  lacking  a quorum,  did  not  attempt  to  take  any  formal  action. 


STEP  (Summer  Training  & Education  Program). 

Joyce  Crum  introduced  SFUSD/STEP  staff  in  attendance  and  reviewed  the  history  of  STEP  in  San 
Francisco.  She  said  the  SFUSD  and  the  PIC  concur  in  the  PIC’s  May  10th  memo  and  the  five 
recommendations  listed  by  Dr.  Krenkel  in  the  SFUSD’s  revised  STEP  Evaluation  report. 

The  Committee  discussed  “outside  factors”  that  were  influencing  STEP  results.  Mr.  Miller  said  that 
situations  outside  the  control  of  the  program  cannot  be  measured  within  the  program,  and  that  “...our 
positives,  in  concert  with  external  positives,  result  in  success.” 

Mr.  Arcelona  asked  if  there  were  any  way  to  follow  up  on  the  39  for  whom  data  were  not  available.  Ms. 
Benedetto  said  calls  to  their  last  known  addresses  did  not  reach  them,  that  they  had  likely  left  the  City  and 
routine  efforts  to  find  them  weren’t  likely  to  work. 

Motion  to  “accept  the  recommendations  in  the  May  10th  memo.”  made  by  Jim  Kennedy  and  seconded  by 
John  Cammidge.  Motion  passed.  (Unanimous,  but  without  a quorum.) 


Speakers:  None 

Ayes:  Leslie  Luttgens,  John  Cammidge,  Maurice  Miller,  Jim  Kennedy,  Steve  Arcelona. 

Nays:  None 

Abstentions:  None 


Adult  and  Youth  Employability  Enhancements 

Joyce  Crum  described  the  PIC’s  competency  system,  the  procurement  of  competencies,  and  the  gap 
between  the  resulting  competencies  and  employers’  needs.  Mr.  Kennedy  noted  that  the  paperwork  (to 
document  the  competencies)  is  extraordinarily  heavy,  and  that  it  means  little  to  employers  and  “isn’t  real”. 
Several  contractors  spoke  to  the  paperwork  requirements,  one  noting  that  he  must  retain  a full-time  staff 
member  just  to  manage  the  paperwork. 

Mr.  Marutani  said  that  other  SDAs  do  not  permit  contractors  to  set  competencies,  and  suggested  that  the 
PIC  bring  in  an  outside  specialist  in  competencies  to  give  us  options  for  a redesign  of  our  system. 

Mr.  Arcelona  said  that  the  law  prescribes  the  youth  standards.  He  said  there  are  two  customers  in  this  case 
— - the  participant  and  the  employer.  Our  past  emphasis  in  selecting  contractors  has  been  on  participant 
characteristics,  and  when  we  select  a mix  of  contractors  to  meet  the  enrollment  design  we  inherit  their 
proposed  competencies,  whatever  they  may  be.  If  we  instead  looked  at  employers’  needs  as  paramount 
we  might  not  serve  the  same  individuals,  and  this  is  the  philosophical  dilemma. 

He  said  it  isn’t  necessarily  “either/or.”  We  can  say,  based  on  labor  market  information  (LMI),  that  there  are 
target  skill  levels  and  then  approve  competencies  that  achieve,  say,  60%  or  70%  of  those  levels.  This 
would  change  the  way  we  do  business,  but  we  need  to  be  moving  in  the  right  direction  for  next  year. 
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Ms.  Luttgens  suggested  that  we  look  at  the  “GAP  Committee”  work,  at  LMI  job^specific  occupational 
requirements,  and  have  the  subcontractors  say  what  they  can  do  — see  how  they  can  fit. 

Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items.  None.  Tentative  next  meeting:  July  5,  10:00 
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SUBJECT:  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  REPORT  OF  MAY  18. 


DOC.I  dept. 

JUL  1 0 1995 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

DATE:  JULY  7,  1995 


The  Evaluation  Cornmitlee  met  on  May  18  to  discuss  evaluation  criteria  for  the  STEP  (Summer  Training 
and  Educations  Program)  and  adult  and  youth  employability  enhancements.  Because  the  Committee  was 
lacking  a quorum,  no  formal  action  was  taken. 

STEP  (Summer  Training  & Education  Program). 

The  committee  had  lengthy  discussion  about  how  to  improve  on  the  evaluation  report  of  the  STEP.  PIC 
staff  reported  that  the  SFUSD  and  the  PIC  concur  in  the  PIC’s  May  10  memo  and  the  five 
recommendations  listed  by  Dr.  Krenkel  in  the  SFUSD’s  revised  STEP  Evaluation  report: 

1 . institute  a process  for  an  annual  evaluation  report  of  STEP  which  incorporates  use  of  a control  group. 

2.  maintain  information  on  students  who  leave  STEP  for  the  purpose  of  inclusion  in  longitudinal  studies. 

3.  collect  CTBS  scores  as  Normal  Curve  Equivalents  (NCE). 

4.  incorporate  case  studies  and  qualitative  data  into  future  reports. 

5.  examine  effects  of  internvention  on  gender  and  raciai/ethnic  subgroups. 

The  Committee  discussed  “outside  factors”  that  were  influencing  STEP  results.  Mr.  Miller  said  that 
situations  outside  the  control  of  the  program  cannot  be  measured  within  the  program,  and  that  “...our 
positives,  in  concert  with  external  positives,  result  in  success.” 

Mr.  Arcelona  asked  if  there  were  any  way  to  follow  up  on  the  39  for  whom  data  were  not  available.  Ms. 
Benedetto  said  calls  to  their  last  known  addresses  did  not  reach  them,  that  they  had  likely  left  the  City  and 
routine  efforts  to  find  them  weren’t  likely  to  work,  however,  they  will  explore  ways  to  follow  up. 

Motion  to  “accept  the  recommendations  in  the  May  10th  memo”  was  made  by  Jim  Kennedy  and 
seconded  by  John  Cammidge.  Motion  passed.  (Unanimous,  but  without  a quorum.) 

ADULT  AND  YOUTH  EMPLOYABILITY  ENHANCEMENTS 

The  purpose  of  this  discussion  was  to  determine  if  the  approach  currently  being  used  to  develop  the 
Adult  Employability  Enhancements  (AEEs)  and  Youth  Employability  Enhancements  (YEEs)  is  adequate. 
Currently,  the  subcontractors  propose  AEEs  and  YEEs  which  are  later  approved  by  the  PIC.  The  AEEs 
and  YEEs  are  considered  a positive  outcome  measure  for  participants  in  the  program,  but  do  not 
necessarily  result  in  employment.  PIC  staff  described  the  PIC’s  competency  system,  the  procurement  of 
; competencies,  and  the  gap  between  the  resulting  competencies  and  employers’  needs.  Subcontractor 

! representatives  noted  (and  PIC  staff  agreed)  that  the  paperwork  (to  document  the  competencies)  is 

■ extraordinarily  heavy,  and  that  it  means  little  to  employers  and  “isn’t  real”.  Several  contractors  spoke  of  the 
paperwork  requirements,  on§  noting  that  he  must  retain  a full-time  staff  member  just  to  manage  the 
paperwork . 
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PIC  staff  reported  that  there  are  two  customers  in  the  JTPA  program,  the  participant  and  the  employer. 

Many  participants  lack  both  basic  educational  skills  and  job  specific  skills.  The  selection  of  subcontractors  i j 

is  based  in  part  by  meeting  the  participant  characteristics  approved  as  part  of  the  Plan,  and  when  a mix  of 
subcontractors  is  selected  to  meet  the  enrollment  goals,  the  PIC  also  accepts  their  proposed  1 

competencies,  what  ever  they  may  be.  The  PIC  can  also  make  a decision  to  look  solely  at  employers’  I 

needs  as  paramount  by  deciding  to  approve  job  specific  skills  that  should  be  attained  and  including  these 
pre-approved  skills  as  part  of  the  Plan.  As  a consequence,  the  PIC  might  serve  only  those  individuals  who 
possess  higher  education  and  skill  levels,  and  this  is  the  philosophical  dilemma. 

Staff  pointed  out  that  it  doesn’t  necessarily  need  to  be  an  “either/or”  situation.  For  example,  based  on  a / 

review  of  labor  market  information  (LMI),  there  could  be  a combination  of  PIC  pre-approved  competencies, 
as  well  as  those  proposed  by  the  subcontractors  and  later  approved  by  the  PIC. 

It  was  suggested  that  at  the  next  scheduled  meeting  the  committee  look  at  the  “GAP  Committee”  work  (an 
ad  hoc  committee  that  was  set  up  to  look  at  the  skills  attained  in  the  PIC  programs  and  the  entry  level 
requirements  of  four  large  employers),  and  at  LMI  job-specific  occupational  requirements  to  see  if  it  is 
possible  to  arrive  at  some  middle  ground  for  the  next  planning  cycle. 


cc;  Ken  Beik,  JTPD 
PIC  Subcontractors 
PIC  Staff 

Members,  PIC  Evaluation  Committee 
Anthony  Lincoln,  MOCYF 


July  7,  1995 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 


pool  DEPT. 

AUS  2 1 1995 


NOTICE  of  a PUBLIC  MEETING 
of  the 


BAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  library 


Revaluation  committee 


/pv/^r 


DATE: 

TIME: 

LOCATION: 


Thursday.  ■August  2^hjJ_9a5--^ 
10:00  a.m.  - 12:00  p.m. 


City  College  of  San  Francisco 
33  Gough  Street 
Auditorium 


//,  Agenda 


1 . Public  testimony  on  agenda  items  as  authorized  by  the  Committee  chairman  throughout  the  course  of 
the  meeting 

2.  Adoption  of  agenda 

3.  Approval  of  minutes  for  the  Committee’s  May  18th  meeting  (enclosed) 

4.  General  Office  Clerks  skills  & competencies  (enclosed) 

5.  Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items 


Committee  members  please  RSVP  to  931-7460 


If  you  require  special  accommodation  due  to  a disability 
please  call  Roberta  Fazande  at  931-7460  or  TDD  749-7403 
at  least  72  hours  in  advance 


Issued  August  11,  1995 

745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
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AUG  2 2 1995 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 


of  S^n  Francisco,  Inc. 

MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


EVALUATION  COMMITTEl 


:e^mbers 


DATE:  AUGUST  17,  1995 


FROM: 


STEVE  ARCELONA 


SUBJECT:  MATERIAL  FOR  THE  AUGUST  24  MEETING. 


At  the  May  18  meeting  the  Evaluation  Committee  discussed  the  Adult  and  Youth  Employability 
Enhancements  (AEEs  and  YEEs)  to  determine  if  the  approach  currently  being  used  to  develop  the  AEEs 
and  YEEs  is  adequate,  because  there  are  some  who  believe  that  there  is  a wide  gap  between  the 
competencies  achieved  by  participants  in  some  of  the  JTPA  programs  and  the  entry  level  needs  of 
employers.  At  the  same  meeting  staff  was  asked  to  report  on  the  results  of  the  Gap  Committee,  and  to 
look  at  specific  skill  sets  required  in  an  occupational  grouping. 

AEEs  and  YEEs 

A complete  description  about  the  AEEs  and  YEEs  are  attached.  In  brief,  the  AEEs  and  YEEs  are 
considered  a positive  outcome  measure  for  participants  in  the  program,  but  do  not  necessarily  result  in 
employment.  As  explained  during  the  meeting,  the  PIC  currently  places  the  emphasis  on  the  eligible 
populations  that  are  targeted  for  services  and  the  skills  not  possessed  when  developing  the  employment 
competencies.  The  employment  competencies  which  are  negotiated  in  the  subcontracts  are  subject  to 
the  approval  of  the  full  Council. 

The  Gap  Committee 

In  1991,  the  PIC  formed  the  Gap  Committee  to  look  at  the  skills  attained  in  the  PIC  programs  and  compare 
those  skills  with  the  entry  level  requirements  of  four  large  employers.  One  important  finding  in  this  process 
was  that  while  each  of  the  employers  agreed  that  they  require  9th  grade  reading  and  math  skills  and 
standardized  tests  which  could  measure  these  skills,  none  of  the  testing  instruments  were  exactly  the 
same  and  therefore  it  would  not  be  fruitful  to  share  the  testing  instruments. 

The  'esults  of  this  effort  was  a paid  internship  program  that  was  operated  at  PG&E.  The  purpose  of  the 
program  was  to  provide  work  exposure  to  participants  selected  from  PIC  subcontractors.  The  three 
individuals  who  were  selected  did  possess  the  entry  level  typing  skills  but  lacked  work  history.  After  four 
weeks  the  individuals  were  given  the  formal  tests  and  at  the  discretion  of  the  supervisor  were  hired  as 
regular  full  time  employees.  Two  of  the  three  participants  were  hired  and  are  still  employed  by  PG&E. 
During  the  internship  period  the  participants  were  oriented  to  the  job  and  the  supervisors  were  able 
become  more  acquainted  with  the  intern. 

For  purposes  of  this  discussion  the  PIC  staff  selected  and  gathered  information  for  jobs  that  fell  within  the 
occupational  grouping  of  general  office  clerks.  Attached  is  a table  which  lists  the  skills  on  one  side  and 
related  competencies  in  the  second  column.  The  skills  were  not  listed  in  any  particular  order  of 
importance. 

This  particular  occupational  group  was  selected  because  many  job  placements  made  by  JTPA 
subcontractors  have  been  within  this  occupational  grouping.  The  skill  sets  are  derived  from  surveys 
gathered  by  the  PICs  in  the  Bay  Area  in  which  local  employers  were  asked  to  rank  a series  of  skills  as  to 
their  level  importance  for  job  entry  for  this  particular  occupation.  In  this  case  over  60  employers  were  asked 
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to  respond  to  the  survey.  For  the  “competencies”,  a number  of  studies  were  reviewed  (these  are  listed 
on  the  reverse  side  of  the  attachment).  Note  that  in  only  one  instance,  “typing  skills”,  is  there  a specific 
competency  which  could  be  measured.  In  addition,  the  skills  listed  from  “organizational  skills”  to  “effective 
writing  skills”  are  skills  which  are  generally  needed  for  most  occupations. 

At  the  May  18  meeting,  staff  pointed  out  that  with  the  competencies  it  doesn’t  necessarily  have  to  be  an 
“either-or”  situation  but  could  be  a combination  of  PIC  pre-app  roved  competencies  as  well  as  those 
proposed  by  subcontractors  and  later  approved  by  the  PIC. 

Perhaps  the  more  important  questions  which  should  be  asked  are: 

• What  role  should  the  PIC  employment  and  training  programs  play,  with  limited  funding,  in  the  area  of 
workforce  preparation? 

• Should  the  PIC  be  targeting  services  to  those  individuals  who  can  become  employed  with  the  least 
amount  of  training? 

• Or,  on  the  other  hand,  should  the  PIC  be  providing  basic  education  to  individuals  who  have  been 
failed  by  the  educational  system? 

• And  if  the  answer  to  this  last  question  is  “no”,  then  who  will  provide  services  to  this  population? 

It  is  hoped  that  the  Evaluation  Committee  will  be  able  to  formulate  recommendations  for  the  Planning 
Committee  regarding  AEEs  and  YEEs  which  will  be  used  in  the  development  of  the  next  Request  for 
Proposals  process. 

Please  be  sure  to  bring  this  material  to  the  Evaluation  Committee  meeting  scheduled  for  Thursday, 
August  24  from  10:00  a.m.  to  Noon  in  the  auditorium  of  the  City  College  of  San  Francisco  located  at  33 
Gough  Street. 


cc:  Scott  Winkler,  JTPD 
Anthony  Lincoln,  MOCYF 
PIC  Subcontractors 
PIC  Staff 


August  18,  1995 


PART  4,  ATTACHMENT  C REQUEST  FOR  PROPOSALS  PY'94  & '95 

JTPA  TITLES  IIA  & IIC 

Definitions  of  ADULT  and  YOUTH  EMPLOYABILITY  ENHANCEMENTS 

(Including  Employment  Competencies) 


DEFINITIONS  OF  ADULT  EMPLOYABILITY  ENHANCEMENT  (AEE) 
and  ADULT  EMPLOYMENT  COMPETENCIES  (AEC) 

An  outcome  for  adults,  other  than  entered  unsubsidized  employment,  which  is  recognized  as  enhancing  long-term 
employability  and  contributing  to  the  potential  for  long-term  increase  in  earnings  and  employment.  The  three  adult 
employability  enhancement  outcomes  are: 

1.  Attained  Employment  Competency  (AEC): 

An  adult  participant  who  has  attained  at  least  one  of  the  following  two  skill  areas  in  which  the  participant  was  deficient  at 
enrollment:  basic  education,  or  job  specific  skills.  (See  pages  2-4  of  this  Attachment). 

2.  Enrolled  in  Non-Title  II  Training  (AEE): 

An  adult  participant  who  entered  an  employment/training  program  not  funded  under  Title  II  (which  may  include  a Title 
IIA/C-8%  program)  of  the  JTPA,  or  a non-JTPA  funded  program  that  does  not  duplicate  the  training  s/he  has  already 
received  while  in  a JTPA  program.  NOTE:  to  obtain  credit,  the  participant  must  have  been  retained  in  that  program  for  at 
least  90  days  or  200  hours  or  must  have  received  a certification  of  occupational  skill  attainment. 

3.  Completed  major  level  of  education  (AEE): 

An  adult  participant  who,  during  participation,  completed  a level  of  educational  attainment  which  had  not  been  achieved  at 
the  time  of  entry.  Levels  of  educational  attainment  are  elementary  (8th),  secondary  (12th),  post-secondary  (degree  or 
certificate).  This  includes  participants  in  school  at  the  time  of  entry.  NOTE:  To  obtain  credit,  completion  of  major  level  of 
education  must  result  primarily  from  active  JTPA  program  participation  of  at  least  90  days  or  200  hours,  usually  prior  to 
such  completion. 


DEFINITIONS  OF  YOUTH  EMPLOYABILITY  ENHANCEMENTS  (YEE) 
and  YOUTH  EMPLOYMENT  COMPETENCIES  (YEC) 

An  outcome  for  youth,  other  than  entered  unsubsidized  employment,  which  is  recognized  as  enhancing  long-term 
employability  and  contributing  to  the  potential  for  long-term  increase  in  earnings  and  employment.  The  five  youth  employability 
enhancement  outcomes  are: 

1.  Attained  Employment  Competency  (YEC): 

A youth  participant  who  has  attained  at  least  two  of  the  following  three  skill  areas  in  which  the  participant  was  deficient  at 
enrollment:  Pre-employment/work  maturity,  basic  education,  or  job  specific  skills.  (See  pages  2-4  of  this  Attachment). 

2.  Enrolled  in  Non-Title  II  Training  (YEE): 

A youth  participant  who  entered  an  employment/training  program  not  funded  under  Title  II  (which  may  include  a Title  IIA- 
8%  program)  of  the  JTPA,  or  a non-JTPA  funded  program  that  does  not  duplicate  the  training  s/he  has  already  received 
while  in  a JTPA  program.  NOTE:  to  obtain  credit,  the  participant  must  have  been  retained  in  that  program  for  at  least  90 
days  or  200  hours  or  must  have  received  a certification  of  occupational  skill  attainment. 

3.  Returned  to  full-time  school  (YEE): 

A youth  participant  who  had  returned  to  full-time  secondary  school  (e.g.,  junior  high  school,  middle  school,  and  high 
school)  including  alternative  school  if,  at  the  time  of  intake,  the  participant  was  not  attending  school  and  had  not  obtained 
a high  school  diploma  or  equivalent  and  was  a result  of  continuing,  active  participation  in  JTPA  activities  and  had  made 
satisfactory  progress  in  school  for  one  semester  or  120  calendar  days  and  attained  a PIC-recognized  YEC  in  either  “pre- 
employment/work maturity  skills”  (if  he  or  she  was  between  the  ages  of  14  and  15  years  old  upon  enrollment)  or  attained  a 
PIC-recognized  YEC  in  either  “basic  skills”  or  “job-specific  skills”  (if  he  or  she  was  between  the  ages  of  16  and  21  years 
upon  enrollment). 

4.  Completed  major  level  of  education  (YEE): 

A youth  participant  who,  during  participation,  completed  a level  of  educational  attainment  which  had  not  been  achieved  at 
the  time  of  entry.  Levels  of  educational  attainment  are  elementary  (8th),  secondary  (12th),  post-secondary  (degree  or 
certificate).  This  includes  participants  in  school  at  the  time  of  entry.  NOTE:  To  obtain  credit,  completion  of  major  level  of 
education  must  result  primarily  from  active  JTPA  program  participation  of  at  least  90  days  or  200  hours,  usually  prior  to 
such  completion. 
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5.  Remained  in  full-time  School  (YEE): 

A youth  participant  who,  prior  to  termination,  had  retained  in  full-time  school,  including  alternative  school  for  one  semester 
or  120  calendar  days  if,  at  the  time  of  intake  the  participant  was  attending  school  but  at  risk  of  dropping  out  of  school  and 
was  a result  of  continuing,  active  participation  in  JTPA  activities  and  had  made  satisfactory  progress  in  school  for  one 
semester  or  120  calendar  days  and  attained  a PIC-recognized  YEC  in  either  “pre-employment/work  maturity  skills”  (if  he 
or  she  was  between  the  ages  of  14  and  15  years  old  upon  enrollment)  or  attained  a PIC-recognized  YEC  in  either  “basic 
skills”  or  “job-specific  skills”  (if  he  or  she  was  between  the  ages  of  16  and  21  years  upon  enrollment). 

Satisfactory  progress  is  defined  by  the  PIC  and  the  SFUSD  as  “any  increase  in  the  number  of  units  completed  within  one 
semester  or  120  calendar  days  while  retained  in  school  after  enrollment  in  a PIC  program.” 


ADULT  AND  YOUTH  EMPLOYMENT  COMPETENCIES  (AEC/YEC) 

Adult  Employment  Competencies  (AECs)  consist  of  the  first  two  of  the  following  general  areas;  Youth  Employment 
Competencies  (YECs)  consist  of  all  three: 

1.  Basic  Skills: 

include  reading  comprehension,  math  computation,  writing,  speaking,  listening,  problem  solving,  reasoning,  and  the 
capacity  to  use  these  skills  in  the  workplace. 


2.  Job-specific  Skills: 

primary  job-specific  skills  encompass  the  proficiency  to  perform  actual  tasks  and  technical  functions  required  by  certain 
occupational  fields  at  entry,  intermediate  or  advance  levels.  Secondary  job-specific  skills  entail  familiarity  with  and  use  of 
set-up  procedures,  safety  measures,  work- related  terminology,  record  keeping  and  paperwork  formats,  tools,  equipment 
and  materials,  and  breakdown  and  clean-up  routines. 

3.  Pre-Employment/Work  Maturity  Skills: 


Pre-employment  skills  include  world  of  work  awareness,  labor  market  knowledge,  occupational  information,  values 
clarification  and  personal  understanding,  career  planning  and  decision  making,  and  job  search  techniques  (resumes, 
interviews,  applications,  and  follow-up  letters).  They  also  encompass  survival/daily  living  skills  such  as  using  the 
phone,  telling  time,  shopping,  renting  an  apartment,  opening  a bank  account,  and  using  public  transportation. 


Work  maturity  skills  include  positive  work  habits,  attitudes,  and  behavior  such  as  punctuality,  regular  attendance, 
presenting  a neat  appearance,  getting  along  and  working  well  with  others,  exhibiting  good  conduct,  following 
instructions  and  completing  tasks,  accepting  constructive  criticism  from  supervisors  and  co-workers,  showing 
initiative  and  reliability,  and  assuming  the  responsibilities  involved  in  maintaining  a job.  This  category  also  entails 
developing  motivation  and  adaptability,  obtaining  effective  coping  and  problem-solving  skills,  and  acquiring  an 
improved  self-image. 


In  order  for  an  attainment  to  be  reported  in  the  area  of  pre-employment/work  maturity,  at  least  one  PIC-certified 
competency  statement  must  be  developed/quantified  and  capability/ability  demonstrated  in  each  of  the  following  1 1 core 
competencies  - provided  that  at  least  5 of  these  learning  objectives  were  achieved  during  program  intervention: 


Making  clear  decisions 
Using  labor  market  information 
Preparing  resumes 
Filling  out  applications 
Interviewing 

Being  consistently  punctual 


Maintaining  regular  attendance 
Demonstrating  positive  attitude/behavior 
Presenting  appropriate  appearance 
Exhibiting  good  interpersonal  relations 
Completing  tasks  effectively 


SUFFICIENTLY  DEVELOPED  SYSTEMS  FOR  EMPLOYMENT  COMPETENCIES 

A sufficiently  developed  Employability  Competency  system  must  include  the  following  structural  and  procedural  elements. 

1.  Quantifiable  Learning  Objectives 

PIC-recognized  competency  statements  that  are  quantifiable,  employment-related,  measurable,  verifiable  learning 
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objectives  that  specify  the  proficiency  to  be  achieved  as  a result  of  program  participation.  Employment  competencies 
quantifiable  learning  objectives  approved  by  the  PIC  as  relevant  to  the  SDA  must  include  a description  of  the 
skills/knowledge/attitudes/behavior  to  be  taught,  the  levels  of  achievement  to  be  attained,  and  the  means  of 
measurement  to  be  used  to  demonstrate  competency  accomplishment.  The  level  of  achievement  selected  should 
enhance  the  participant's  employability  and  opportunities  for  postprogram  employment. 

2.  Related  Curricula,  Training  Modules,  and  Approaches 

Focused  curricula,  training  modules,  or  behavior  modification  approaches  which  teach  the  employment  competencies  in 
which  youths  are  found  to  be  deficient. 

Such  related  activities,  components  or  courses  must  encompass  participant  orientation,  work-site  supervisor/ 
instructor/community  volunteer  training,  and  staff  development  endeavors  as  appropriate.  They  also  must  include,  as 
appropriate,  relevant  agreements,  manuals,  implementation  packages,  instructions,  and  guidelines.  A minimum  duration 
of  training  must  be  specified  which  allows  sufficient  time  for  a youth  to  achieve  those  skills  necessary  to  attain  his/her 
learning  objective. 

3.  Pre-assessment 

Assessment  of  participant  employment  competency  needs  at  the  start  of  the  program  to  determine  if  youth  require 
assistance  and  are  capable  of  benefiting  from  available  services. 

A minimum  level  of  need  must  be  established  before  a participant  is  eligible  to  be  tracked  as  a potential  “attained  PIC- 
recognized  employment  competency”  outcome.  All  assessment  techniques  must  be  objective,  unbiased  and  conform  to 
widely  accepted  measurement  criteria.  Measurement  method  used  must  contain  clearly  defined  criteria,  be  field  tested  for 
utility  and  accuracy,  and  provide  for  the  training/preparation  of  all  raters/scorers. 

4.  Post-Assessment  (Evaluation) 

Evaluation  of  participant  achievement  at  the  end  of  the  program  to  determine  if  competency-based  learning  gains  took 
place  during  project  enrollment. 

Intermediate  checking  to  track  progress  is  encouraged.  All  evaluation  techniques  must  be  objective,  unbiased  and 
conform  to  widely  accepted  evaluation  criteria.  Measurement  methods  used  must  contain  clearly  defined  criteria,  be  field 
tested  for  utility  and  accuracy,  and  provide  for  the  training/  preparation  of  all  raters/scorers. 

5.  Individual  Service  Strategy  (ISS) 

Individualized  plans  which  use  assessment  results  in  assigning  participants  to  appropriate  learning  activities/sites  in  the 
proper  sequence  to  promote  participant  growth  and  development,  remedy  identified  deficiencies,  and  build  upon 
strengths.  (See  Attachment  A).  Creating  the  Individual  Service  Strategy  is  an  interactive  process  between  program  and 
participant.  It  should  be  completed  soon  after  assessment  and  be  updated  oeriodically  after  enrollment. 

6.  Documentation 

Maintenance  of  participant  records  and  necessary  reporting  of  competency-based  outcomes  to  document  intra-program 
learning  gains  achieved  by  participant.  SDAs  are  responsible  for  maintaining:  (1)  copies  of  all  competency  statements, 
and  (2)  evidence  of  their  approval  by  the  PIC.  Program  records  must  encompass: 

(a)  Pre-test/assessment  documentation  which  substantiates  deficiencies  in  PIC-recognized  employment  competencies 
at  program  entry; 

(b)  Substantiation  that  participant  were  enrolled  in  JTPA  activities  with  operative  curriculum  and/or  training  modules  to 
teach  the  competencies  identified  as  deficiencies; 

(c)  Post-test/evaluation  documentation  which  substantiates  attainment  of  PIC-recognized  competencies  during  the 
program  period;  and 

(d)  A copy  of  the  participant  ISS,  and  copies  of  all  certificates  awarded,  as  well  as  any  other  documents  which  serve  as 
proof  of  gain. 

7.  Certification 

Proof  of  employment  competency  attainment  in  the  form  of  a certificate  for  participants  who  achieve  predetermined  levels 
of  proficiency  to  use  as  evidence  of  this  accomplishment  to  assist  them  in  entering  the  labor  market. 


Page  3 of  3 
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GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERK  OCCUPATIONS 
Occupational  Employment  Statistics  553470 


SKILLS 

COMPETENCIES 

Telephone  answering 
skills 

• Accurately  and  efficiently  answers,  receives,  transfers,  and  directs  calls, 
information,  and/or  data,  e.g.,  voice  mail,  fax,  modem,  e-mail. 

• Maintains  a tone  of  voice  that  sounds  professional. 

Typing  skills 

• Accurately  types  at  least  45  w.p.m. 

Record  keeping  skills 

• Creates,  maintains,  and  keeps  accurate  records. 

Filing  skills 

• Accurately  files,  locates,  and/or  retrieves  materials. 

Computer  skills 

• Efficiently  and  accurately  inputs,  retrieves,  or  manipulates  data  and 
information  in  an  ergonomically  safe  manner. 

• Uses  various  word  processing  and  spreadsheet  programs. 

• Maintains  data  integrity  and  security. 

Office  equipment  skills 

• Successfully  operates  standard  office  equipment  such  as  copiers, 
calculators,  facsimile  machines,  and  printers. 

Organizational  skills 

• Prioritizes  works  flow,  locates  and  uses  resources  quickly,  and  manages 
multiple  tasks;  prepares  and  follows  schedules. 

Problem  solving  skills 

• Thinks  critically  and  creatively  by  using  available  resources  to  organize 
information,  strategize,  and  reaches  workable  solutions  with  minimal 
supervision. 

• Evaluates  and  monitors  progress. 

• Refers  problems  to  supervisor  as  appropriate. 

Interpersonal  skills 

• Uses  effective  communication  and  interaction  skills  to  arrive  at  mutual 
agreement  and  compromise  while  demonstrating  courtesy,  empathy, 
and  professionalism. 

• Willingly  says  “please,”  ‘lhank  you,”  and  “you’re  welcome” 

• Participates  in  and  maintains  a team  environment  by  openly  and 
confidently  sharing  information,  exchanging  ideas,  coordinating 
activities,  and  jointly  solving  problems. 

• Works  well  with  men  and  women  and  with  a variety  of  ethnic,  social,  or 
educational  backgrounds. 

Customer  service  skills 

• Interfaces  with  customers  in  a professional  manner  in  person,  on  the 
phone,  or  through  written  correspondence. 

• Assumes  responsibility  for  a positive  company  image. 

Good  grooming  skills 

• Dresses  neatly  and  appropriately. 

• Maintains  personal  hygiene/health. 

Basic  math  skills 

• Quickly  and  accurately  performs  addition,  subtraction,  multiplication, 
division,  percentage  and  fraction  calculations. 

Reading  skills 

• Demonstrates  understanding  and  retention  of  written  materials  by 
applying  information  gained  to  complete  a task  or  take  action  with 
minimal  supervision. 

Oral  communication  skills 

• Speaks  clearly,  concisely,  and  correctly  using  standard  English. 

• Uses  appropriate  language  and  pace  for  ease  of  understanding  in 
formal  or  informal  face-to-face  situations  or  over  the  telephone. 

Active  listening  skills 

• Listens  to  speaker  without  interrupting. 

• Validates  speaker  though  acknowledging,  paraphrasing,  recapping, 
confirming,  taking  appropriate  action  and  follow-up  as  necessary. 

Effective  writing  skills 

• Writes  clear  and  concise  business  correspondence  and  memos, 
demonstrating  awareness  of  audience. 

August  17,  1995 


GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERK  OCCUPATIONS 
Occupational  Employment  Statistics  553470 

SOURCES 


Occupational  Outlook  Reports.  San  Francisco  County,  San  Mateo  County,  Alameda  County 
These  annual  reports  profile  selected  occupations  at  the  local  level.  The  profiles  are  principally  based 
upon  surveys  conducted  with  employers  within  each  of  the  designated  areas;  additional  data  sources 
include  professional  associations,  unions,  and  educators. 

Banking  Skill  Standards  for  Career-Entry  Positions  in  California  BW  Associates.  A Joint  Project  of  the 
California  Business  Roundtable  and  the  California  Department  of  Education,  1994. 

These  reports  contain  detailed  job  standards  for  selected  occupations  in  specific  industries.  The  report 
contains  standards  common  to  all  career-entry  positions  as  well  as  to  specific  work  functions.  The  data  are 
based  upon  a collaborative  effort  of  participating  companies  and  professional  associations. 

Telecommunications  Skill  Standards  for  Career-Entry  Positions  in  California  BW  Associates.  A Joint 
Project  of  the  California  Business  Roundtable  and  the  California  Department  of  Education,  1994. 

These  reports  contain  detailed  job  standards  for  selected  occupations  in  specific  industries.  The  report 
contains  standards  common  to  all  career-entry  positions  as  well  as  to  specific  work  functions.  The  data  are 
based  upon  a collaborative  effort  of  participating  companies  and  professional  associations. 

California  Occupational  Guides.  Sacramento,  CA:  Employment  Development  Department. 

These  guides  profile  over  350  occupations  at  the  statewide  level.  The  profiles  are  based  upon  information 
collected  from  reports  and  publications,  employers,  professional  associations,  unions  and  educators. 

Occupational  Outlook  Handbook  Washington.  D.C.:  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
1993-94. 

This  publication  profiles  in  detail  approximately  250  occupations  at  the  national  level.  The  profiles  are 
based  upon  information  collected  from  employers,  professional  associations,  unions,  and  educators. 

What  Work  Requires  of  Schools:  A SCANS  Report  for  America  2000  The  Secretary’s  Commission  on 
Achieving  Necessary  Skills.  Washington,  D.C.:  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  June  1991. 

This  report  identifies  five  competencies  in  conjunction  with  a three-part  foundation  for  skills  and  personal 
qualities  that  are  needed  for  basic  job  performance.  The  data  are  based  upon  information  collected  from 
public  and  private  sector  employers  and  employees  and  union  officials. 
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documents  DEP- 

, PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

^ of^an  Francisco,  Inc.  NO]/  J 3 jgg^ 

DRAF'j^/MINUTES  OF  THE  San  FRANric^^ 

EVALUATION  COIVIMITTEE  MEETING  PU3Uc  ' irI  \7^ 

^AUGUST  24,  19^ 


Leslie  Lutgens,  Steve  Arcelona,  John  Cammidge,  Brenda  Cochrane,  Tom  Evans, 
Maurice  Miller 


Absent:  Robert  Corrigan,  Gary  Fitschen,  Robert  Hetler,  Frederick  Jordan,  Jim  Kennedy, 

Kent  Sims. 


Meeting  called  to  order  by  Leslie  Lutgens  at  10:05  a.m. 

Moved  by  Tom  Evans  and  seconded  by  John  Cammidge  to  adopt  the  agenda. 

Speakers:  None 

Ayes:  Steve  Arcelona,  John  Cammidge,  Brenda  Cochrane,  Tom  Evans,  Maurice  Miller 

Nays:  None 

Abstentions:  None 

Moved  by  Maurice  Miller  and  seconded  by  John  Cammidge  to  approve  minutes  of  the  May  18 
meeting  of  the  Evaluation  Committee. 


Speakers:  None 

Ayes:  Steve  Arcelona,  John  Cammidge,  Brenda  Cochrane,  Tom  Evans,  Maurice  Miller 

Nays:  None 

Abstentions:  None 


Leslie  Lutgens  gave  a brief  background  about  the  issue  of  competencies. Steve  Arcelona  made  a 
more  in-depth  presentation  explaining  the  history  of  the  development  of  competencies  as  well  as 
the  “Gap”  Committee.  Leslie  asked  about  what  happens  to  those  individuals  who  may  achieve 
competencies  proposed  by  the  subcontractors  and  approved  by  the  Council,  but  fall  short  of 
securing  employment.  John  Cammidge  commented  that  the  work  history  is  significant  when  an 
employer  makes  a decision  on  who  to  hire.  Tom  Evans  felt  it  was  important  to  train  the  participant 
to  get  the  job.  Maurice  Miller  pointed  to  issues  not  related  to  competencies  that  influence  how 
someone  may  gei  hired  due  in  part  to  “who  you  know”,  work  experience,  networking  as 
examples. 

Craig  King,  a member  of  the  Gap  Committee  representing  the  subcontractors  pointed  out  that  one 
of  the  reasons  the  Committee  was  formed  was  because  none  of  the  JTPA  participants  were  hired 
that  year  by  any  of  the  large  corporations  represented  on  the  PIC.  He  asked  what  would  it  take  to 
help  JTPA  participants  who  complete  training  to  be  hired  from  among  the  large  number  of 
applicants  that  approach  the  corporations.  He  appreciated  the  internship  program  established  by 
PG&E  but  was  disappointed  that  the  other  corporations  on  the  Gap  Committee  were  not  able  to 
implement  similar  programs. 

He  appreciated  the  internship  program  established  by  PG&E  but  disappointed  that  the  other 
corporations  on  the  Gap  Committee  were  not  able  to  implement  similar  programs. 

John  Cammidge  believes  the  corporations  could  implement  internships  because  it  allows  the 
employer  to  see  first-hand  what  a particular  individual  can  do  rather  than  relying  on  what  is  on  a 
resume.  Brenda  Cochrane  supported  the  use  of  internships. 


745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 


Brenda  Brown  stated  that  very  few  participants  are  hired  by  the  large  corporations,  even  those  who 
are  serving  on  the  Council. 

Steve  Arcelona  distributed  a report  issued  by  New  York  City  which  conducted  a lengthy  survey  of 
employers  which  appears  to  be  “wrestling”  with  the  same  issues. 

Robert  Blanchard  gave  a brief  background  on  how  he  gathered  the  information  which  was  put 
together  for  the  Evaluation  Committee  and  included  in  their  packet. 

Maurice  Miller  recommended  considering  serving  the  most-in-need,  looking  at  the  issue  of  quality 
versus  quantity,  experiment  with  the  “best”  programs,  creating  ties  to  other  networks  for 
leveraging  purposes,  tying  competencies  with  work  experience,  including  connections  with  other 
service  providers  which  may  be  needed  to  provide  resources  not  available  through  JTPA  and 
looking  at  providing  a continuum  of  care  for  the  targeted  group  which  has  the  greatest  need. 

Ricardo  Alva  stated  that  16- week  programs  are  not  long  enough  to  achieve  the  skills  needed  to  get 
a job. 

Tom  Evans  asked  if  it  would  be  possible  to  narrow  the  scope  of  the  REP  but  ask  proponents  to 
include  the  linkages  and  competencies  in  their  proposals  simultaneously. 

It  was  suggested  reestablishing  the  Gap  Committee  (GAP  II)  to  specifically  revisit  this  matter  and 
look  at  the  various  suggestions  made  by  members  of  the  Evaluation  Committee,  subcontractor 
representatives,  and  other  collaborative  resource  providers. 

The  meeting  adjourned  at  1 1:35  a.m. 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 

MEMORANDUM 


DOCM!\ArMTS  DEPT. 

SEP  1 1 1995 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  library 


SUBJECT:  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  REPORT. 


BACKGROUND 

The  Evaluation  Committee  met  on  August  28,  1995  to  discuss  competencies,  both  youth  and  adult 
employment  enhancements.  The  concern  was  what  happens  to  those  participants  who  may  achieve 
competencies  proposed  by  the  subcontractors  and  approved  by  the  Council,  but  fall  short  of  securing 
employment.  John  Cammidge  commented  that  the  work  history  is  significant  when  an  employer  makes  a 
decision  on  who  to  hire.  Tom  Evans  felt  it  was  important  to  train  the  participant  to  get  the  job.  Maurice  Miller 
pointed  to  issues  not  related  to  competencies  that  influence  how  someone  may  get  hired  due  in  part  to 
“who  you  know”,  work  experience,  and  networking  as  examples. 

Craig  King,  a member  of  the  Gap  Committee  representing  the  subcontractors  pointed  out  that  one  of  the 
reasons  the  Committee  was  formed  was  because  none  of  the  JTPA  participants  were  hired  that  year  by 
any  of  the  large  corporations  represented  on  the  PIC.  He  asked  what  would  it  take  to  help  JTPA 
participants  who  complete  training  to  be  hired  from  among  the  large  number  of  applicants  that  approach 
the  corporations.  He  appreciated  the  internship  program  established  by  PG&E  but  was  disappointed  that 
the  other  corporations  on  the  Gap  Committee  were  not  able  to  implement  similar  programs. 

Mr.  Cammidge  stated  that  corporations  could  implement  internships  because  it  allows  the  employer  to 
see  first-hand  what  a particular  individual  can  do  rather  than  relying  on  what  is  on  a resume.  Brenda, 
Cochrane  supported  the  use  of  internships. 

Maurice  Miller  recommended  considering  serving  the  most-in-need,  looking  at  the  issue  of  quality  versus 
quantity,  experiment  with  the  “best”  programs,  creating  ties  to  other  networks  for  leveraging  purposes, 
tying  competencies  with  work  experience,  including  connections  with  other  service  providers  which  may 
be  needed  to  provide  resources  not  available  through  JTPA  and  looking  at  providing  a continuum  of  care 
for  the  targeted  group  which  has  the  greatest  need. 

Ricardo  Alva  stated  that  16-week  programs  are  not  long  enough  to  achieve  the  skills  needed  to  get  a job. 

Tom  Evans  asked  if  it  would  be  possible  to  narrow  the  scope  of  the  RFP  but  ask  proponents  to  include  the 
linkages  and  competencies  in  their  proposals  simultaneously. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It  was  suggested  reestablishing  the  Gap  Committee  (GAP  II)  to  specifically  revisit  this  matter  and  look  at  the 
various  suggestions  made  by  members  of  the  Evaluation  Committee,  subcontractor  representatives,  and 
other  collaborative  resource  providers. 


cc:  Evaluation  Committee  members 
PIC  Staff 

PIC  Subcontractors 

745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

of  ^an  Francisco,  Inc. 

NOTICE  of  a PUBLIC  MEETING 
of  the 

^PLANNING  & EVALUATION  COMMITTEES 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT-. 
FEB  2 0 1996 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


DATE: 

ThursdavLFebruarv  29,  19961^ 

TIME: 

9:30  a.m.  -11:00  a.m. 

LOCATION: 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 

33  Gough  Street 

Auditorium 

/ Agenda 


1 .  Adoption  of  agenda 


2.  Public  testimony  on  agenda  items  as  authorized  by  the  Committee  chairman  throughout  the  meeting 


3.  Approval  of  minutes  for  the  Planning  Committee’s  December  14,  1995  meeting  (enclosed)  * 

Approval  of  minutes  for  the  Evaluation  Committee's  August  24,  1995  (enclosed)  * 

4.  Discussion  of  the  Preliminary  Program  Design,  Issues,  Recommendations  for  San  Francisco's  PY'96- 
'97  Job  Training  Plan 


5.  Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items 


* May  require  Committee  action 


Issued  February  14,  1996 

If  you  require  special  accommodation  due  to  a disability,  please  call  Roberta  Fazande 
at  931-7460  or  TDD  749-31 17  at  least  72  hours  in  advance 


Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  Country  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review. 

For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force  at  415/554-6075. 


745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117  .. 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 
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^PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

^ r\f  ^/lyt  V'y/Tyiricrn 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 

'MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


MEMBERS  OF  THE  PLANNING  AND 
EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 


DATE:  FEBRUARY  9,  1996 


FROM: 


STEVE  ARCELONA,  PRESIDENT 


SUBJECT:  ^INT  MEETING  OF  THE  PLANNING  AND  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE. 


A joint  meeting  of  the  Planning  and  Evaluation  Committees  has  been  set  for  Thursday,februai7  29, 1996 
in  the  auditorium  at  33  Gough  Street.  It  is  scheduled  to  start  at  9:30  a.m.  and  conclude  at  1 1 :00  a.m.  The 
purpose  of  the  meeting  is  to  begin  the  process  for  developing  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training 
Plan  by  April  12th.  The  period  for  the  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan  and  any  and  all  PIC  subcontracts 
authorized  under  it  begins  July  1st  of  this  year.  As  you  are  aware,  there  are  many  issues  which  are  still 
unresolved  at  the  federal  and  state  levels  which  impact  this  process.  However,  we  need  to  move  fonward 
with  what  we  know  now. 

The  staff  is  preparing  some  background  information  and  initial  recommendations  that  will  be  issued 
shortly,  along  with  an  agenda,  as  soon  as  possible.  Please  be  sure  to  bring  this  information  with  you  to  the 
meeting. 


cc:  Willie  Brown,  Mayor 
Scott  Winkler,  JTPD 
PIC  Subcontractors 
PIC  Staff 


745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
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>f 

51.^0 

5 

h‘^1% 


^PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 
of^an  Francisco,  Inc. 

^MEMORANDUM 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT, 

FEB  2 01996 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


TO: 


FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


MEMBERS,  EVALUATION  & PLANNING  COMMITTEES  DATEjC^BRUARY  14,  1996^ 
EMILIO  CRUZ  AND  MARGARET  KISLIUK,  MAYOR’S  STAFF  ' 


STEVE  ARCELONA 


PRELIMINARY  PROGRAM  DESIGN,  ISSUES,  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR 
SAN  FRANCISCO’S  PY’96-’97  JOB  TRAINING  PLAN 


Background: 


The  federal  Job  Training  Partnership  Acf(JTPA)  requires  that: 

1 . a preliminary  version  of  San  Francisco’s  biennial  Job  Training  Plan  for  Program  Years  1996  and  1997 
(i.e.,  from  July  1st  of  this  year  to  June  30th  of  1998)  be  issued  for  thirty  days  of  public  review  and 
comment  by  no  later  than  Friday.  March  1st: 

2.  the  Mayor  and  the  PIC  jointly  approve  a final  version  of  that  Job  Training  Plan  bv  no  later  than  Friday. 
April  12th: 

3.  the  Mayor  and  the  PIC  jointly  submit  that  approved  Job  Training  Plan  to  the  Governor  bv  no  later 
than  Friday.  April  12th:  and 

4.  the  Governor  approve  that  Job  Training  Plan  within  thirty  days  of  its  submission  (i.e.,  by  Monday. 
May  1 3th)  unless  (the  only  exceptions  permitted): 

a.  it  is  determined  that  one  or  more  of  the  following  five  conditions  exists  (there  are  no  plans  to 
correct  deficiencies  found  in  prior  audits  or  in  meeting  prior  performance  standards,  the 
proposed  administrative  entity  does  not  meet  minimum  standards,  safeguards  for  the  protection 
of  funds  are  inadequate,  the  Plan  does  not  comply  with  a particular  provision  or  provisions  of  the 
Act,  or  the  Plan  does  not  comply  with  the  Act’s  coordination  criteria);  or 

b.  an  “interested  party”  files  a petition  with  the  Governor  within  fifteen  days  of  its  submission 
asking  that  the  Plan  be  disapproved,  in  which  case  the  Governor  must  approve  or  disapprove  it 
within  45  days  (i.e.,  by  May  28th)  of  its  submission. 

if  the  Mayor  and  the  PIC  cannot  agree  on  an  approved  plan  by  April  12th,  the  Governor  is  required  to 
merge  San  Francisco  with  neighboring  SDAs  and  all  of  the  elected  officials  for  that  new  enlarged 
SDA  would  be  required  to  appoint  a new  PIC.  The  Governor’s  approval  or  disapproval  of  a locally- 
approved  plan  may  be  appealed  to  the  U.S.  Secretary  of  Labor. 

These  federal  statutory  requirements  assume  that: 

5.  all  monies  for  Federal  Fiscal  Year  1996  (or  for  the  first  of  the  two  “JTPA  Program  Years”  to  be 
included  in  those  plans)  were  appropriated  in  October  of  1995; 

6.  monies  appropriated  for  the  federal  government’s  uses  have  been  segregated  from  those 
appropriated  for  the  uses  of  state  governments  and  the  latter  have  been  “allotted”  to  each  state  by 
the  formulae  prescribed  in  the  Act; 

7.  federal  planning  instructions  for  the  uses  of  those  “allotted”  monies  have  been  issued  to  the 
governors  of  all  states; 
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8.  monies  “allotted”  for  the  uses  of  state  governments  have  been  segregated  from  those  appropriated 
for  the  uses  in  local  “Service  Delivery  Areas”  and  the  latter  have  been  “allocated”  for  the 
consideration  of  public-private  partners  in  all  SDAs  by  the  formulae  prescribed  in  the  Act;  and 

9.  planning  instructions  for  the  uses  of  those  “allocated”  monies  have’been  issued  by  the  governor  of 
each  state  to  all  SDA  public-private  partners  within  it. 

Since: 

10. no  JTPA  monies  have  been  appropriated  for  FFY’96  (instead,  several  limited  “Continuing 
Resolutions”  have  been  enacted  with  the  latest  one  ending  in  mid-March  of  this  year); 

1 1 . there  appears  to  be  disagreement  among  federal  officials  about  what  the  fiscal  consequences  of 
the  current  “Continuing  Resolution”  are;  and 

12.  there  have  been  no  federal  or  state  planning  assumptions  or  instructions  of  any  kind  issued  for 
Program  Years  1996  or  1997: 

the  PIC  and  the  Mayor  should,  if  they  intend  to  approve  a PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan  by  April  12th,  rely 
on  their  own  assumptions,  until  another  “Continuing  Resolution”  or  alternative  legislation  is  enacted  or 
until  either  State  or  federal  governments  issue  their  own  assumptions  or  supervening  instructions. 

Proposed  Assumptions: 

Staff  therefore  recommends  that  the  Mayor  and  the  Council  approve  and  submit  a PY’96-’97  Job  Training 
Plan  by  April  12th  and  that,  in  doing  so,  it  be  assumed  that  federal  legislation  (representing  a compromise 
between  FI.R.  1617  and  S.  143  that  is  acceptable  to  the  President,  authorizing  new  “workforce 
development  block  grant  programs”,  and  repealing  JTPA)  will  not  be  enacted  to  take  effect  before  July  1st 
of  1 998,  at  the  earliest.  Therefore,  JTPA  (which  is  permanent  legislation)  should  be  assumed  to  remain  in 
effect  during  the  entire  two-years  of  a PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan,  at  minimum. 

Appropriations  proposed  by  the  Flouse  of  Representatives  for  all  PY’96  JTPA  Programs  represent  an 
average  reduction  of  26%  from  the  appropriations  that  remained  in  effect  for  all  of  the  current  PY’95  JTPA 
Programs  after  the  rescissions  enacted  in  July  and  April  of  1995  have  been  taken  into  account.  These 
proposed  reductions  in  appropriations  would  vary  from  none  for  the  JTPA  Title  IIC  (Year-Round  Youth) 
Programs,  to  17%  for  the  JTPA  Title  IIA  (Year-Round  Adult)  Programs,  to  31%  for  the  JTPA  Title  III 
(Dislocated  Worker)  Programs,  and  to  100%  for  the  JTPA  Title  MB  (Summer  Youth)  Programs. 

Because  of  disagreement  over  proposed  striker  replacement  provisions,  the  Senate  has  still  not  adopted 
or  forwarded  any  proposed  appropriations  for  PY’96  JTPA  Programs  to  the  President.  It  is,  however, 
potentially  significant  that,  while  not  specifically  proposing  any  appropriations  for  1996  JTPA  Title  MB 
(Summer  Youth)  Programs,  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  is  proposing  appropriations  for  the 
PY’96  JTPA  Title  IIC  (Year-Round  Youth)  Programs  that  are  double  the  amount  being  proposed  by  the 
House  and  it  is  proposing  that  the  joint  authority  of  the  Mayor  and  the  Council  be  increased  to  permit  them 
to  transfer  some  or  all  of  those  “allocated”  monies  to  the  JTPA  Title  MB  (Summer  Youth)  Program  with  the 
Governor’s  approval.  Nevertheless,  the  PY’96  Title  IIC  appropriation  being  proposed  by  the  Committee 
would  still  amount  to  less  than  thirty  percent  of  the  appropriations  for  the  PY’95  Titles  MB  and  IIC  combined. 

The  current  “Continuing  Resolution”  (which  expires  in  mid-March)  provides  minimum  appropriations  for 
PY’96  JTPA  Programs  that  are  about  75%  of  the  “post-rescission”  appropriations  for  PY’95.  It  is  still 
unclear  if  that  minimum  could  be  applied  as  an  average  for  all  four  major  JTPA  Subpart  Programs  (i.e., 
Titles  IIA,  MB,  IIC,  and  III)  combined  or  if  it  is  intended  to  be  applied  only  to  each  of  the  four  major  JTPA 
Subpart  Programs  based  on  the  appropriations  that  have  so  far  been  proposed  for  PY’96.  The  former  and 
the  Senate  Committee’s  version  of  the  latter  mean  that  a 1996  JTPA  Title  MB  (Summer  Youth)  Program  is 
still  possible,  while  the  House  version  of  the  latter  means  there  is  no  such  possibility. 
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By  the  middle  of  next  month,  either  another  “Continuing  Resolution”  or  some  other  kind  of  legislation 
appropriating  monies  for  PY’96  JTPA  Programs  is  expected  to  be  enacted  and  it  should  clarify  precisely 
what  is  being  appropriated  for  each  major  PY’96  JTPA  Subpart  Program  individually  [particularly  the  JTPA 
Title  IIB  (Summer  Youth)  Program]. 

Until  then,  the  Staff  recommends  that,  with  one  exception,  the  appropriations  being  proposed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  be  assumed  to  be  the  initial  bases  of  all  “allocations”  that  will  be  received  for 
each  subpart  of  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan. 

The  1996  JTPA  Title  IIB  (Summer  Youth)  Program  Subpart  of  that  Plan  would  be  the  exception.  While  it  is 
still  unclear  if  there  will  be  any  new  monies  appropriated  for  1996  Summer  Youth  Programs,  it  now  appears 
that  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  approximately  $350,000  that  remained  unspent  from  San  Francisco’s  1995 
Summer  Youth  Program  will  still  be  available.  This  is  because  the  Mayor  has  not  concurred  with  the 
Council’s  January  9th  recommendation  to  transfer  $300,000  of  those  monies,  retroactive  to  January  1st, 
to  the  JTPA  Title  IIC  (Year-Round  Youth)  Program  Subpart  for  the  remaining  six  months  of  PY’95. 

The  EDD/LMID’s  estimates  of  San  Francisco’s  eligibles  and,  based  on  them,  enroll- 
ment goals  that  are  recommended  for  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan: 

The  Act  still  requires  that  Job  Training  Plans  “...  provide  employment  and  training  opportunities  to  those 
who  can  benefit  from,  and  who  are  most  in  need  of,  such  opportunities  and  shall  make  efforts  to  provide 
equitable  services  among  substantial  segments  of  the  eligible  populations”.  As  the  bases  for  determining 
“equitable  services”,  it  appears  that  the  State  still  requires  data  from  the  Labor  Market  Information  Division 
of  its  Employment  Development  Department  (EDD/LMID)  be  used. 

The  EDD/LMID’s  “Planning  Information  Packet”  containing  those  data  for  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plans 
was  received  late  last  month.  After  comparing  its  estimates  of  all  “economically  disadvantaged”  San 
Franciscans  who  will  be  eligible  for  and  in  need  of  services  from  JTPA  Title  II  Programs  during  PY’96-’97 
with  those  it  had  previously  projected  would  be  eligible  for  and  in  need  of  those  services  from  those  same 
programs  during  PY’94-’95,  Staff  concludes  that  there  have  been  no  significant  changes  in  the 
characteristics  of  San  Francisco’s  estimated  eligibles  between  those  two  biennial  periods.  Please  refer  to 
the  first  table  in  Attachment  1 . 

As  a result.  Staff  recommends  that  both  the  enrollment  goals  and  the  rationales  for  them  adopted  by  the 
Mayor  and  the  Council  for  San  Francisco’s  PY’94-’95  Job  Training  Plan  be  extended  into  and  adopted  for 
San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan  with  a continued  priority  for  training  women  in  “non-traditional 
occupations”.  Please  refer  to  the  second  table  and  the  four  pages  of  rationales  in  Attachment  1 . 

Staff  also  recommends  that  the  “additional  barriers  to  employment”  adopted  by  the  Mayor  and  the  Council 
for  the  PY’94-’95  Job  Training  Plan  (i.e.,  “economically  disadvantaged  youths”  who  are  “members  of  racial 
or  ethnic  minority  populations”  and  “economically  disadvantaged  adults”  who  possess  “limited  English 
skills”)  be  extended  into  and  adopted  for  the  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan.  These  “additional  barriers  to 
employment”,  which  are  subject  to  the  Governor’s  approvals,  define  (along  with  other  “barriers  to 
employment”  specified  in  the  Act)  those  segments  of  San  Francisco’s  eligible  population  who  are  “hard  to 
serve”  (denoted  as  “HTS”  in  the  tables  of  data  in  Attachment  1). 

While  the  EDD/LMID’s  “Planning  Information  Packet”  does  not  contain  any  estimates  on  San  Franciscans 
who  will  become  eligible  for  JTPA  Title  III  Programs  (because  it  is  generally  not  possible  to  project  either 
the  number  or  the  characteristics  of  those  who  may  become  “dislocated  workers"  during  any  substantial 
period  of  time  longer  than  sixty  days)  and  while  the  PY’94-’95  enrollment  goal  established  for  serving 
“homeless  economically  disadvantaged”  individuals  during  PY’94-’95  in  JTPA  Title  II  Programs  was  not 
only  met  but  generally  exceeded  (despite  the  fact  that  no  services  under  any  PY’94-’95  subcontract  was 
specifically  reserved  for  that  significant  segment).  Staff  still  recommends  that  some  monies  be  reserved 
from  the  “allocation”  of  PY’96  JTPA  Title  III  (60%-Formula)  monies  for  retraining  services  for  “dislocated 
workers”  who  are  “long-term  unemployed,  homeless  individuals”. 
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The  EDD/LMID’s  and  the  PIC’s  projected  demands  for  skilled  labor  from  San  Francisco 
employers  and,  based  on  them,  occupations  that  are  recommended  as  the  bases  for 
selecting  training  programs  under  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan: 

The  EDD/LMID  and  the  PIC  estimate  that,  while  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  projected  to 
register  only  a very  modest  growth  in  the  total  number  of  jobs  between  1992  and  1999  of  about  2.5%  (or 
less  than  a half  a one  percent  during  PY’96-’97),  almost  all  of  that  growth  will  be  reflected  only  in  jobs  in 
“services”  industries.  The  numbers  of  jobs  in  all  other  eight  industrial  groups  are  projected  to  remain 
unchanged  or  to  register  slight  reductions.  Please  refer  to  the  first  table  in  Attachment  2. 

By  major  occupational  groups,  only  the  “Professional,  Para-professional,  and  Technical”  and  the  “Service” 
occupations  are  projected  to  register  increases  while  the  other  five  groups  are  projected  either  to  remain 
relatively  unchanged  or  to  decline  slightly.  Other  than  perhaps  the  significance  of  the  projected 
reductions  in  “Clerical  and  Administrative  Support”  jobs,  these  projections  are  not  dramatically  different 
than  those  upon  which  San  Francisco’s  PY’94-’95  Job  Training  Plan  was  based.  Please  refer  to  the 
second  table  in  Attachment  2.  Within  each  of  these  major  occupational  groups,  those  projected  to  reflect 
the  largest  rate  of  growth  and  the  largest  number  of  additional  jobs  are  displayed  in  the  third  and  fourth 
tables  of  Attachment  2.  None  of  these  projected  job  opportunities  include  employers’  needs  to  replace 
workers  who  retire  or  who  leave  those  jobs  for  other  reasons. 

In  the  absence  of  firm  pre-program  commitments  of  available  job  vacancies  from  specific  employers,  PIC 
Staff  recommends  that  these  projected  data  be  applied  in  selecting  all  occupational  training  programs  for 
the  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan. 

Recommended  sources  and  criteria  for  selecting  initial  PIC  Subcontractors  for  San 
Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan: 

If  the  Staff’s  preceding  recommendations  with  respect  to  enrollment  and  occupational  goals  for  San 
Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan  are  adopted  as  proposed.  Staff  recommends  that: 

• no  Request  For  Proposed  (RFP)  PY’96-’97  PIC  Subcontracts  be  issued,  at  least  initially: 

• all  initial  Prime  PIC  Subcontracts  for  PY’96  be  selected  from  the  four  different  pools  of  proposed 
subcontracts  that  were  submitted  between  January  and  July  of  1994  under  the  PY’94-’95  Job 
Training  Plan  that  are  reaffirmed  in  writing  and  based  on: 

• thorough  evaluations  of  performance  under  each  subcontract  that  was  selected  and  executed 
during  all  of  PY’94  (please  refer  to  the  PIC’s  “Annual  Benefit/Cost  Report”  issued  on  November 
30th  of  1995)  and,  only  where  applicable,  the  first  six  months  of  PY’95;  and, 

• to  the  extents  made  necessary  by  “appropriations”  and  “allocations”  or  “reallocations”  of  PY’96- 
’97  JTPA  monies  that  may  be  made,  by  PY’94-’95  proposals  that  are  not  reaffirmed  for  PY’96- 
’97,  or  by  any  PY’96-’97  enrollment  or  occupational  goal  that  cannot  otherwise  be  satisfied,  re- 
evaluations  of  any  other  proposed  subcontract  that  remains  in  any  of  those  four  pools; 

• a waiver  of  the  State’s  policy  requiring  competitive  solicitations  of  subcontracts  at  least  once  every 
three  years  be  requested  (i.e.,  for  possible  extensions  of  PY’96  subcontracts  into  PY’97);  and, 

• with  the  exception  of  agreements  for  San  Francisco’s  “One-Stop  System”  (e.g.,  the  Assessment 
Center,  etc.),  limited  RFPs  be  issued  for  additional  PY’96-’97  proposals  if  it  is  determined  that  there 
are  no  longer  any  competitive  PY’94-’95  proposals  for  PY’96  or  PY’97  subcontracts. 

cc:  PIC  Staff,  All  Proponents  for  PY’94-’95  PIC  Subcontracts,  and  Scott  Winkler,  EDD/JTPD 
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COMPARISON  OF  EDD/LMID'S  TITLE  II  ESTIMATED  ELIGIBLES 
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TBD  means  “To  Be  Determined",  "NA“  means  that  the  data  are  “Not  Available"  (but  that,  if  they  were,  they  would  be  relevant),  * means  that  the  data  are  n« 
available  nor  relevant.  Please  refer  to  the  attached  explanations  and  rationales.  “HTS"  means  “Hard  To  Sen/e“  as  defined  in  Sections  203  and  263  of  the  Act. 
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ATTACHMENT  1 (P.  3 OF  6) 


RATIONALES  FOR  THE  ENROLLMENT  GOALS  IN 
SAN  FRANCISCO'S  PY'94-'95  JOB  TRAINING  PLAN 

For  the  Title  IIA  (77%- Year-Round  Adult)  Subpart: 

Enrollment  goals  in  Column  (F')  are  based  on: 

• the  “equitability  requirements”  of  section  141  (a)  of  the  amended  Act; 

• the  EDD/LMID's  preliminary  estimate  of  the  number  of  eligible  individuals  between  22  and  72  years  of 
age  for  each  significant  segment  [Column  (F)]  where  no  differing  PY'92-'93  Title  IIA  (78%)  enrollment 
goal  was  established; 

• the  PY'92-'93  Title  IIA  (78%)  enrollment  goal  established  for  each  significant  segment  (or  a revision  of 
which  was  adopted  by  the  Evaluation  Committee  on  January  5th)  where  there  is  no  differing 
EDD/LMID  estimate;  and, 

• where  there  is  both  an  EDD/LMID  estimate  and  a PY'92-'93  Title  IIA  (78%)  enrollment  goal  and  they 
differ  (as  a result  of  later  1990  Census  Data,  as  a result  of  structural  change  in  the  JTPA  Program 
System,  or  as  a result  of  both): 

• the  EDD/LMID's  estimates  of  the  representations  of  “American  Indians  and  Alaskan  Natives”,  of 
“Asians  and  Pacific  Islanders”  (including  each  subgroup  thereof),  of  “Hispanics”,  and  of  “Others” 
in  that  portion  of  San  Francisco's  “Eligible  Population  between  the  ages  of  22  and  72  years”  are 
each  increased  by  an  arbitrary  affirmative  action  factor  of  (1.45)  because: 

• those  estimates  are  based  on  “unadjusted  1990  Census  Data”  containing  an  undercount  of  at 
least  (4.42%)  in  San  Francisco's  total  population  and  of  even  larger  (although  undetermined) 
percentage  for  each  of  the  race/ethnic  groups  indicated; 

• the  estimates  do  not  specifically  reflect  those  who  “can  benefit  from  and  are  most  in  need  of 
services  within  that  age  range  of  eligibles; 

• such  needs  are  better  described  by  the  combined  and  disproportionate  effects  that  economic 
disadvantagement,  unemployment,  and  other  barriers  to  employment  have  on  members  of 
these  four  race/ethnic  groups; 

• more  precise  data  quantifying  these  needs  are  not  otherwise  available;  and 

• the  EDD/LMID's  estimates  of  the  representation  of  “Blacks”  in  that  portion  of  San  Francisco's 
“Eligible  Population  between  the  ages  of  22  and  72  years”  is  increased  by  an  arbitrary  affirmative 
action  factor  of  (1 .60)  because: 

• those  estimates  are  based  on  “unadjusted  1990  Census  Data”  containing  an  undercount  of  at 
least  (4.42%)  in  San  Francisco's  total  population  and  of  even  larger  (although  undetermined) 
percentage  for  each  of  the  race/ethnic  groups  indicated; 

• the  estimates  do  not  specifically  reflect  those  who  “can  benefit  from  and  are  most  in  need  of 
services  within  that  age  range  of  eligibles; 

• such  needs  are  better  described  by  the  combined  and  disproportionate  effects  that  economic 
disadvantagement,  unemployment,  and  other  barriers  to  employment  have  on  members  of 
these  four  race/ethnic  groups; 

• more  precise  data  quantifying  these  needs  are  not  otherwise  available;  and  because 

• the  Mayor  and  the  PIC  have  determined  that  this  “significant  segmenf  can  benefit  most  from 
and  most  in  need  of  services  from  this  subpart  program. 
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For  the  Title  IIA  (5%  Older  Individuals'  Program)  Subpart: 

Enrollment  goals  in  Column  (G‘)  are  based  on:' 

• the  “equitability  requirements”  of  section  141  (a)  of  the  amended  Act; 

• the  EDD/LMID's  preliminary  estimate  of  the  number  of  eligible  individuals  55  years  of  age  and  older 
for  each  significant  segment  [Column  (G)]  where  no  differing  PY'92-'93  Title  IIA  (3%-OIP)  enrollment 
goal  was  established; 

• the  PY'92-'93  Title  IIA  (3%-OIP)  enrollment  goal  established  for  each  significant  segment  (or  a 
revision  of  which  was  adopted  by  the  Evaluation  Committee  on  January  5th)  where  there  is  no 
differing  EDD/LMID  estimate;  and, 

• where  there  is  both  an  EDD/LMID  estimate  and  a PY'92-‘93  Title  IIA  (3%-OIP)  enrollment  goal  and 
they  differ  (as  a result  of  later  1990  Census  Data,  as  a result  of  structural  change  in  the  JTPA 
Program  System,  or  as  a result  of  both): 

• the  EDD/LMID's  estimates  of  the  representations  of  “American  Indians  and  Alaskan  Natives”,  of 
“Asians  and  Pacific  Islanders”  (including  each  subgroup  thereof),  of  “Hispanics”,  and  of  “Others” 
in  that  portion  of  San  Francisco's  “Eligible  Population  of  55  years  of  age  and  older”  are  each 
increased  by  an  arbitrary  affirmative  action  factor  of  (1.45)  because: 

• those  estimates  are  based  on  “unadjusted  1 990  Census  Data”  containing  an  undercount  of  at 
least  (4.42%)  in  San  Francisco's  total  population  and  of  even  larger  (although  undetermined) 
percentage  for  each  of  the  race/ethnic  groups  indicated; 

• the  estimates  do  not  specifically  reflect  those  who  “can  benefit  from  and  are  most  in  need  of” 
services  within  that  age  range  of  eligibles; 

• such  needs  are  better  described  by  the  combined  and  disproportionate  effects  that  economic 
disadvantagement,  unemployment,  and  other  barriers  to  employment  have  on  members  of 
these  four  race/ethnic  groups; 

• more  precise  data  quantifying  these  needs  are  not  otherwise  available;  and 

• the  EDD/LMID's  estimates  of  the  representation  of  “Blacks”  in  that  portion  of  San  Francisco's 
“Eligible  Population  of  55  years  of  age  and  older”  is  increased  by  an  arbitrary  affirmative  action 
factor  of  (1.75)  because: 

• those  estimates  are  based  on  “unadjusted  1990  Census  Data”  containing  an  undercount  of  at 
least  (4.42%)  in  San  Francisco's  total  population  and  of  even  larger  (although  undetermined) 
percentage  for  each  of  the  race/ethnic  groups  indicated; 

• the  estimates  do  not  specifically  reflect  those  who  “can  benefit  from  and  are  most  in  need  of’ 
services  within  that  age  range  of  eligibles; 

• such  needs  are  better  described  by  the  combined  and  disproportionate  effects  that  economic 
disadvantagement,  unemployment,  and  other  barriers  to  employment  have  on  members  of 
these  four  race/ethnic  groups; 

• more  precise  data  quantifying  these  needs  are  not  otherwise  available;  and  because 

• the  Mayor  and  the  PIC  have  determined  that  this  “significant  segment”  can  benefit  most  from 
and  most  in  need  of  services  from  this  subpart  program. 


ATTACHMENT  1 (P.  5 OF  6) 


For  the  Title  IIB  Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training  Program  (SYETP)  Subpart; 

Enrollment  goals  in  Column  (C)  are  based  on: 

• the  “equitability  requirements”  of  section  141  (a)  of  the  amended  Act; 

• the  EDD/LMID's  preliminary  estimate  of  the  number  of  eligible  individuals  in  the  age  ranges  of  14-21 
years  for  each  significant  segment  [the  sum  of  Columns  (C)  and  (D)]  where  no  differing  PY'92-'93 
Title  IIB  (SYETP)  enrollment  goal  was  established; 

• the  PY'92-'93  Title  IIB  (SYETP)  enrollment  goal  established  for  each  significant  segment  (or  a 
revision  of  which  was  adopted  by  the  Evaluation  Committee  on  January  5th)  where  there  is  no 
differing  EDD/LMID  estimate;  and, 

• where  there  is  both  an  EDD/LMID  estimate  and  a PY'92-'93  Title  IIB  (SYETP)  enrollment  goal  and 
they  differ  (as  a result  of  later  1990  Census  Data,  as  a result  of  structural  change  in  the  JTPA 
Program  System,  or  as  a result  of  both): 

• the  EDD/LMID's  estimate  of  the  representation  of  eligible  youths  “aged  14-15  years”  was 
increased  by  an  arbitrary  affirmative  action  factor  of  (1.40)  because  the  youngest  eligible  youths 
without  any  prior  work  experience  are  expected  to  benefit  more  from  and  be  more  in  need  of 
subsidized  work  experience  jobs  at  the  minimum  wage  (i.e.,  SYETP  jobs)  than  are  older  eligible 
youths. 

• the  EDD/LMID's  estimates  of  the  representations  of  “American  Indians  and  Alaskan  Natives”,  of 

I “Asians  and  Pacific  Islanders”  (including  each  subgroup  thereof),  of  “Hispanics”,  and  of  “Others” 

i in  that  portion  of  San  Francisco's  “Eligible  Population  of  14-21  years  of  age”  are  each  increased 

I by  an  arbitrary  affirmative  action  factor  of  (1 .1 0)  because: 

! • those  estimates  are  based  on  “unadjusted  1 990  Census  Data”  containing  an  undercount  of  at 

least  (4.42%)  In  San  Francisco's  total  population  and  of  even  larger  (although  undetermined) 

I percentage  for  each  of  the  race/ethnic  groups  indicated; 

\ • the  estimates  do  not  specifically  reflect  those  who  “can  benefit  from  and  are  most  in  need  of’ 

I services  within  that  age  range  of  eligibles; 

I • such  needs  are  better  described  by  the  combined  and  disproportionate  effects  that  economic 

|i  disadvantagement,  unemployment,  and  other  barriers  to  employment  have  on  members  of 

: these  four  race/ethnic  groups; 

• more  precise  data  quantifying  these  needs  are  not  othenwise  available;  and 

i • the  EDD/LMID’s  estimates  of  the  representation  of  “Blacks”  in  that  portion  of  San  Francisco's 

“Eligible  Population  of  14-21  years  of  age”  is  increased  by  an  arbitrary  affirmative  action  factor  of 
I (1.30)  because: 

' • those  estimates  are  based  on  “unadjusted  1 990  Census  Data”  containing  an  undercount  of  at 

; least  (4.42%)  in  San  Francisco's  total  population  and  of  even  larger  (although  undetermined) 

I percentage  for  each  of  the  race/ethnic  groups  indicated; 

; • the  estimates  do  not  specifically  reflect  those  who  “can  benefit  from  and  are  most  in  need  of” 

1 services  within  that  age  range  of  eligibles; 

-I  • such  needs  are  better  described  by  the  combined  and  disproportionate  effects  that  economic 

disadvantagement,  unemployment,  and  other  barriers  to  employment  have  on  members  of 
H these  four  race/ethnic  groups; 

i • more  precise  data  quantifying  these  needs  are  not  otherwise  available;  and  because 

I • the  Mayor  and  the  PIC  have  determined  that  this  “significant  segment”  can  benefit  most  from 

i and  most  in  need  of  services  from  this  subpart  program. 

■1 
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ATTACHMENT  1 (P.  6 OF  6) 


For  the  Title  IIC  (82%-Year-Round  Youth)  Program  Subpart: 

Enrollment  goals  in  Column  (D‘)  are  based  on: 

• the  “equitability  requirements”  of  section  141  (a)  of  the  amended  Act; 

• the  EDD/LMID's  preliminary  estimate  of  the  number  of  eligible  individuals  in  the  age  ranges  of  16-21 
years  for  each  significant  segment  [Column  (D)]  where  no  differing  PY‘92-'93  Title  IIB  (SYETP) 
enrollment  goal  was  established: 

• the  PY'92-'93  Title  IIB  (SYETP)  enrollment  goal  established  for  each  significant  segment  (or  a 
revision  of  which  was  adopted  by  the  Evaluation  Committee  on  January  5th)  where  there  is  no 
differing  EDD/LMID  estimate;  and, 

• where  there  is  both  an  EDD/LMID  estimate  and  a PY’92-'93  Title  IIB  (SYETP)  enrollment  goal  and 
they  differ  (as  a result  of  later  1990  Census  Data,  as  a result  of  structural  change  in  the  JTPA 
Program  System,  or  as  a result  of  both): 

• the  EDD/LMID's  estimates  of  the  representations  of  “American  Indians  and  Alaskan  Natives”,  of 
“Asians  and  Pacific  Islanders”  (including  each  subgroup  thereof),  of  “Hispanics”,  and  of  “Others” 
in  that  portion  of  San  Francisco's  “Eligible  Population  of  16-21  years  of  age”  are  each  increased 
by  an  arbitrary  affirmative  action  factor  of  (1.10)  because: 

• those  estimates  are  based  on  “unadjusted  1990  Census  Data”  containing  an  undercount  of  at 
least  (4.42%)  in  San  Francisco's  total  population  and  of  even  larger  (although  undetermined) 
percentage  for  each  of  the  race/ethnic  groups  indicated; 

• the  estimates  do  not  specifically  reflect  those  who  “can  benefit  from  and  are  most  in  need  of 
services  within  that  age  range  of  eligibles; 

• such  needs  are  better  described  by  the  combined  and  disproportionate  effects  that  economic 
disadvantagement,  unemployment,  and  other  barriers  to  employment  have  on  members  of 
these  four  race/ethnic  groups; 

• more  precise  data  quantifying  these  needs  are  not  otherwise  available;  and 

• the  EDD/LMID's  estimates  of  the  representation  of  “Blacks”  in  that  portion  of  San  Francisco's 
“Eligible  Population  of  16-21  years  of  age”  is  increased  by  an  arbitrary  affirmative  action  factor  of 
(1.30)  because: 

• those  estimates  are  based  on  “unadjusted  1990  Census  Data”  containing  an  undercount  of  at 
least  (4.42%)  in  San  Francisco's  total  population  and  of  even  larger  (although  undetermined) 
percentage  for  each  of  the  race/ethnic  groups  indicated; 

• the  estimates  do  not  specifically  reflect  those  who  “can  benefit  from  and  are  most  in  need  of 
services  within  that  age  range  of  eligibles: 

• such  needs  are  better  described  by  the  combined  and  disproportionate  effects  that  economic 
disadvantagement,  unemployment,  and  other  barriers  to  employment  have  on  members  of 
these  four  race/ethnic  groups; 

• more  precise  data  quantifying  these  needs  are  not  othenwise  available;  and  because 

• the  Mayor  and  the  PIC  have  determined  that  this  “significant  segment”  can  benefit  most  from 
and  most  in  need  of  services  from  this  subpart  program. 


ATTACHMENT  2 (P.  1 OF  4) 


Wage  & Salary  Employment  by  Major  Industry 
San  Francisco  County  1992-99  Annual  Averages 


Industry 

1992 

Percent  of 
Total 

1999 

Percent  of 
Total 

Total  NonAgricultural  Employment 

526,500 

100.0% 

539,600 

100.0% 

Mining 

500 

0.1  % 

500 

0.1  % 

Construction 

11,600 

2.2  % 

12,300 

2.3  % 

Manufacturing 

37,000 

7.0  % 

37,000 

6.9  % 

Transportation  & Public  Utilities 

36,500 

6.9  % 

36,200 

6.7  % 

Wholesale  Trade 

23,600 

4.5  % 

20,500 

3.8  % 

Retail  Trade 

71,600 

1 3.6  % 

75,700 

14.0% 

Finance,  Insurance,  & Real  Estate 

69,400 

13.2% 

70,700 

13.1  % 

Services 

188,000 

35.7  % 

201 ,700 

37.4  % 

Government 

88,300 

16.8% 

85,000 

15.8% 

& Public  Trade  Insurance,  & 

Utilities  Real  Estate 


& Public  Trade  Insurance,  & 

Utilities  Real  Estate 


Projections  by  State  of  California,  Employment  Development  Department,  Labor  Market  Inrormaticn  Oivt-oion 


ATTACHMENT  2 (P.  2 OF  4) 


Employment  by  Major  Occupational  Group 
San  Francisco  County  1992-1999  Annual  Averages 


Major  Occupational  Group 

1992 

Percent  of 
Total 

1999 

Percent  of 
Total 

Absolute 

Change 

Percent 

Change 

Total  All  Occupations  (1) 

526,500 

100.0% 

539,610 

100.0% 

13,110 

2.5  % 

Managers  and  Admin.  Occupations 

41,310 

7.8  % 

42,140 

7.8  % 

830 

2.0  % 

Professional,  Paraprof,  Technical 

132,040 

25.1  % 

139,860 

25.9  % 

7,820 

5.9  % 

Sales  and  Related  Occupations 

52,860 

10.0% 

54,800 

10.2% 

1,940 

3.7  % 

Clerical,  Administrative  Support 

135,140 

25.7  % 

131,840 

24.4  % 

-3,300 

-2.4  % 

Service  Occupations 

82,940 

15.8% 

87,060 

16.1  % 

4,120 

5.0  % 

Agricultural,  Forestry,  Fishing 

2,780 

0.5  % 

2,980 

0.6  % 

200 

7.2  % 

Prod,  Constr,  Oper,  Mat  Handling 

79,120 

15.0% 

80,620 

14.9% 

1,500 

1.9% 

1 

Occupational  Chart 

Employment  by  Major  Occupational  Group 
San  Francisco  County  1992-1999 

01992 

□ 1999 

132,040 

139,860 

135,140 

131,840 

1 

82,940 

87,060 

79,120  80,620 

41,310 

42,140 

52,860 

54,800 



2,780  2,980 

Managi 

Adr 

Occup 

srs  and 

nin. 

lations 

Professional, 

Paraprof, 

Technical 

Sales  and 
Related 
Occupations 

Clerical, 

Administrative 

Support 

Service 

Occupations 

Agricultural, 

Forestry, 

Fishing 

Prod,  Constr, 
Oper,  Mat 
Handling 

1 

25.1  % 

25.9  % 

25.7  % 

24.4  % 

□ 1992 

□ 1999 

CM 

15.8% 

16.1  % 

15.0%  14.9% 

W||  ^ 

10.0% 

10.2% 

2 

7.8  % 

7.8  % 

"c  j 

- 

’ll 

.J 

0.5%  0.6% 

Managers  and 
Admin. 
Occupations 

Professional, 

Paraprof, 

Technical 

Sales  and 
Related 
Occupations 

Clerical, 

Administrative 

Support 

Service 

Occupations 

Agricultural, 

Forestry, 

Fishing 

Prod,  Constr, 
Oper,  Mat 
Handling 

(1)  Total  is  based  on  March  1992  benchmarked  industry  total. 


Projections  by  State  of  California,  Employment  Development  Department,  Labor  Market  Information  Division 


ATTACHMENT  2 (P.  3 OF  4) 

OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  FASTEST  RATES  OF  JOB  GROWTH 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1992-1999 


OCCUPATION 

ANNUAL  AVERAGES 

ABSOLUTE 

CHANGE 

PERCENT 

CHANGE 

1992 

1999 

Home  Health  Care  Workers 

380 

460 

80 

21.1% 

Systems  Analysts-Electronic  Data  Processing 

2,690 

3,230 

540 

20.1% 

Customer  Service  Representatives-Utilities 

420 

500 

80 

19.0% 

Operations  & Systems  Researchers-Except  Computer 

620 

730 

110 

17.7% 

Offset  Lithographic  Press  Setters 

420 

490 

70 

16.7% 

Detectives,  Investigators-Except  Public 

300 

350 

50 

16.7% 

Pressing  Machine  Operators-Textile,  Garment 

490 

570 

80 

16.3% 

Food  Service  Managers 

1,030 

1,190 

160 

15.5% 

Construction  Managers 

590 

680 

90 

15.3% 

Food  Servers-Outside 

670 

770 

100 

14.9% 

Pressers-Hand 

270 

310 

40 

14.8% 

Insurance  Adjusters,  Examiners,  Investigators 

1,400 

1,600 

200 

14.3% 

Tax  Preparers 

630 

720 

90 

14.3% 

Physical  Therapy  Assistants  & Aides 

210 

240 

30 

14.3% 

Financial  Analysts,  Statistical 

780 

890 

110 

14.1% 

Animal  Caretakers-Except  Farm 

290 

330 

40 

13.8% 

Physical  Therapists 

380 

430 

50 

13.2% 

Counter  and  Rental  Clerks 

1,010 

1,140 

130 

12.9% 

Property  and  Real  Estate  Managers 

1,470 

1,650 

180 

12.2% 

Loan  Officers  and  Counselors 

1,500 

1,680 

180 

12.0% 

Computer  Engineers 

760 

850 

90 

11.8% 

Adjustment  Clerks 

2,630 

2,930 

300 

11.4% 

Cooks-Restaurant 

3,350 

3,730 

380 

11.3% 

Laundry,  Drycleaning  Machine  Operators-Ex.  Press 

900 

1,000 

100 

11.1% 

Teachers,  Preschool  & Kindergarten 

1,180 

1,310 

130 

11.0% 

Hairdressers,  Hairstylists 

1,010 

1,120 

110 

10.9% 

Producers,  Directors,  Actors 

460 

510 

50 

10.9% 

Human  Services  Workers 

830 

920 

90 

10.8% 

Reporters  and  Correspondents 

280 

310 

30 

10.7% 

Amusement,  Recreation  Attendants 

280 

310 

30 

10.7% 

industrial  Engineers-Except  Safety 

660 

730 

70 

10.6% 

Recreational  Therapists 

290 

320 

30 

10.3% 

Engineering,  Math,  and  Natural  Science  Managers 

1,460 

1,610 

150 

10.3% 

Dental  Assistants 

780 

860 

80 

10.3% 

Recreation  Workers 

390 

430 

40 

10.3% 

Marketing,  Advertising,  Public  Relations  Managers 

3,150 

3,470 

320 

10.2% 

Radiologic  Technologist,  Diagnostic 

510 

560 

50 

9.8% 

Medical  Assistants 

730 

800 

70 

9.6% 

Heating,  Air  Conditioning,  Refrigeration  Mechanics 

420 

460 

40 

9.5% 

Electrical  and  Electronic  Engineers 

1,490 

1,630 

140 

9.4% 

Food  Preparation  Workers 

7,390 

8,080 

690 

9.3% 

Teachers-Vocational  Education  and  Training 

1,500 

1,640 

140 

9.3% 

Cooks-Short  Order 

870 

950 

80 

9.2% 

Truck  Drivers,  Light 

4,110 

4,480 

370 

9.0% 

Sales  Agents-Financial  Services 

2,340 

2,550 

210 

9.0% 

TOTAL  OF  THESE  OCCUPATIONS  (Excluding  NECs)  53,320  59,520  6,200  11.6% 


Projections  by  State  of  California,  Employment  Development  Department,  Labor  Martlet  Information  Division 


ATTACHMENT  2 (P.  4 OF  4) 


OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  GREATEST  ABSOLUTE  JOB  GROWTH 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1992-1999 


ABSOLUTE  AVERAGES 

ABSOLUTE 

PERCENT 

OCCUPATION 

1992 

1999 

CHANGE 

CHANGE 

Salespersons  - Retail  (Non-Vehicle) 

14,820 

15,660 

840 

5.7% 

Food  Preparation  Workers 

7,390 

8,080 

690 

9.3% 

Waiters  and  Waitresses 

10,640 

1 1 ,230 

590 

5.5% 

Cashiers 

7,630 

8,190 

560 

7.3% 

Systems  Analysts-Electronic  Data  Processing 

2,690 

3,230 

540 

20.1% 

Janitors,  Cleaners-Except  Maids 

12,300 

12,810 

510 

4.1% 

Guards  and  Watch  Guards 

6,490 

6,880 

390 

6.0% 

Cooks-Restaurant 

3,350 

3,730 

380 

11.3% 

Truck  Drivers,  Light 

4,110 

4,480 

370 

9.0% 

Registered  Nurses 

9,810 

10,160 

350 

3.6% 

Marketing,  Advertising,  Public  Relations  Mgrs. 

3,150 

3,470 

320 

10.2% 

Adjustment  Clerks 

2,630 

2,930 

300 

1 1 .4% 

Receptionists,  Information  Clerks 

6,080 

6,310 

230 

3.8% 

Financial  Managers 

5,470 

5,690 

220 

4.0% 

Sales  Agents-Financial  Services 

2,340 

2,550 

210 

9.0% 

Insurance  Adjusters,  Examiners,  Investigators 

1,400 

1,600 

200 

14.3% 

Maintenance  Repairers,  General  Utility 

3,480 

3,670 

190 

5.5% 

Property  and  Real  Estate  Managers 

1,470 

1,650 

180 

12.2% 

Loan  Officers  and  Counselors 

1,500 

1,680 

180 

12.0% 

Traffic,  Shipping,  Receiving  Clerks 

5,790 

5,960 

170 

2.9% 

Food  Service  Managers 

1,030 

1,190 

160 

15.5% 

Engineering,  Math,  and  Natural  Science  Mgrs. 

1,460 

1,610 

150 

10.3% 

Accountants  and  Auditors 

7,180 

7,330 

150 

2.1% 

Civil  Engineers-lncluding  T raffic 

3,340 

3,480 

140 

4.2% 

Electrical  and  Electronic  Engineers 

1,490 

1,630 

140 

9.4% 

Computer  Programmers,  Including  Aides 

3,580 

3,720 

140 

3.9% 

Teachers-Secondary  School 

2,130 

2,270 

140 

6.6% 

Teachers-Vocational  Education  and  Training 

1,500 

1,640 

140 

9.3% 

Teachers,  Preschool  & Kindergarten 

1,180 

1,310 

130 

1 1 .0% 

Counter  and  Rental  Clerks 

1,010 

1,140 

130 

12.9% 

Cooks-Specialty  Fast  Food 

1,640 

1,770 

130 

7.9% 

Operations  & Systems  Researchers-Except  Comp 

620 

730 

110 

17.7% 

Financial  Analysts,  Statistical 

780 

890 

110 

14.1% 

Instructional  Aides 

1,540 

1,650 

110 

7.1% 

Designers,  Except  Interior  and  Floral 

1,370 

1,480 

110 

8.0% 

Dining  Room  Attendants,  Bar  Helpers 

2,660 

2,770 

110 

4.1% 

Hairdressers,  Hairstylists 

1,010 

1,120 

110 

10.9% 

Food  Servers-Outside 

670 

770 

100 

14.9% 

Gardeners,  Groundskeepers-Except  Farm 

1,710 

1,810 

100 

5.8% 

Laundry,  Drycleaning  Machine  Operators-Except  F 

900 

1,000 

100 

11.1% 

TOTAL  OF  THESE  OCCUPATIONS  (Excl.  NECs) 

149,340 

159,270 

9,930 

6.6% 

Projections  by  State  of  California,  Employment  Development  Department,  Labor  Market  Information  Division 
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INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 
an  Francisco,  Inc. 

^ DRAFT  MINUTES  OF  THE  JOINT 
PLANNING  & EVALUATION  COMMITTEES  MEETING 
(february^Se^  1996^ 


/RIVATE 

ofS 


Evaluation  Committee  members 


Present:  Leslie  Luttgens,  Steve  Arcelona,  Gary  Fitschen,  Frederick  Jordan  and  Jim  Kennedy 

Absent:  John  Cammidge,  Brenda  Cochrane,  Robert  Corrigan,  Thomas  Evans,  Robert  Metier, 

Maurice  Urn  Miller  and  Kent  Sims 


Planning  Committee  members 

Present:  Brent  Andrew/,  Michael  Gonzales,  Vanessa  Johnson,  Wayne  Lawrence,  Craig  Martin, 

Maria  Olivares,  Fairfax  Randolph,  Barbara  Thompson  and  Athena  Tsougarakis 
Absent:  Arthur  Louie  and  Michael  Mee 


Adoption  of  agenda 

Motion  to  accept  the  agenda  as  issued  was  made,  seconded  and  approved  by  acclamation. 

Approval  of  minutes 

Motion  to  accept  the  minutes  of  the  Planning  Committee’s  December  14,  1995  meeting  as  issued,  made, 
seconded  and  approved. 

PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan 

It  was  moved  by  Jim  Kennedy  and  seconded  by  Athena  Tsougarakis  to  accept  PIC  staff  recommendations 
regarding  the  assumptions,  industries,  and  characteristics  to  be  used  in  designing  the  PY  ’96-’97  Job 
Training  Plan. 

Ayes:  All 

Nays:  None 

Abstentions:  None 

It  was  moved  by  Barbara  Thompson  and  seconded  by  Vanessa  Johnson  to  accept  PIC  staff 
recommendation  to  not  issue  a Request  For  Proposal  for  PY’96-’97  unless  needed  to  achieve  the 
program  design. 

Ayes:  All 

Nays:  None 

Abstentions:  Michael  Gonzales,  Jim  Kennedy,  Maria  Olivares 

Eligible  SYETP  proponents 

It  was  moved  by  Wayne  Lawrence  and  seconded  by  Athena  Tsougarakis  to  limit  the  eligible  proponents 
for  the  Summer  Youth  Employment  Training  Program  (SYETP).  After  a brief  discussion  of  the  motion,  it 
was  withdrawn  by  Mr.  Lawrence  with  Ms.  Tsougarakis’  approval. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  1 1 :25  a.m. 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

of  ^an  Francisco,  Inc. 

NOTICE  of  a PUBLIC  MEETINGS 
of  the 

EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 


DOCUMfENTS  DEPT. 
NOV  1 31996 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


DATES: 

Thursdav.LNovember  21.  199^^ 
ThursdaV/cDecember  5.  19965 
Thursday ,j^ecember  19,  igOS"^ 

TIME: 

9:30  - 11:30  a.m. 

LOCATION: 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 
33  Gough  Street 
Auditorium 

AW  three  meetings  will  begin  at  the  same  time  and  be  held  at  the  same  location. 

* The  December  19  will  be  a joint  meeting  of  the  Evaluation  & Planning  Committees 


Public  testimony  on  agenda  items  as  authorized  by  the  Committee  chairman  throughout  the  meeting 

^Agenda 

1 . Adoption  of  agenda  * 

2.  Approval  of  minutes  for  the  Committee’s  August  24,  1995  meeting  (enclosed)  * 

3.  Review  overall  performance  and  results  of  JTPA  employment  and  training  programs  and  prepare 
recommendation  for  PY‘97  * 

4.  Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items 
* Requires  Committee  action 


Issued  November  11,  1996 


(k 


If  you  require  special  accommodation  due  to  a disability,  please  call  Roberta  Fazande 
at  931-7460  or  TDD  749-31 17  at  least  72  hours  in  advance 


Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  Country  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review. 

For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force  at  41 5/554-6075. 
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^PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

^ of ^an  Francisco,  Inc. 

NOTICE  of  a PUBLIC  MEETINGS 


documents  dept 

NOV  1 5 1996 


of  the 


^ EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 


DATES; 


Thursday, November  21 , 1996 
Thursday, -December  5,  1996  ^ 
Th u rsdaywPecember  1 9,  1996  *J 
9:30-11:30  a.m. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRAR/ 


'SL,  /ft 


TIME: 

LOCATION; 


City  College  of  San  Francisco 
33  Gough  Street 
Auditorium 


All  three  meetings  will  begin  at  the  same  time  and  will  be  held  at  the  same  location. 


* The  December  19  will  be  a joint  meeting  of  the  Evaluation  & Planning  Committees 


Public  testimony  on  agenda  items  as  authorized  by  the  Committee  chairman  throughout  the  meeting 


1 . Adoption  of  agenda  * 

2.  Approval  of  minutes  for  the  Committee’s  August  24,  1995  meeting  (enclosed)  * 

3.  Discussion  of  PY‘97  Planning  Issues  and  Committee  Directions  (enclosed) 

4.  Review  overall  performance  and  results  of  JTPA  employment  and  training  programs  and  prepare 
recommendation  for  PY'97  (tentatively  scheduled  to  be  published  November  22)  * 

5.  Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items 
* Requires  Committee  action 


Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  Country  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review. 

For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force  at  415/554-6075. 


Revised  Agenda 


Issued  November  13,  1996 


If  you  require  special  accommodation  due  to  a disability,  please  call  Roberta  Fazande 
at  931-7460  or  TDD  749-31 17  at  least  72  hours  in  advance 


Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 


NOV  15  1996 


of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 

MEMORANDUM 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUCLIC 


TO: 


ALL  MEMBERS  OF  THE  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  DATE:  (^VEMBER  13. 
MARGINE  SAKO,  M/>  

STEVE  ARCELONA  


FROM: 


SUBJECT:  PRELIMINARY  ISSUES  FOR  DEVELOPING  A PY’97  MODIFICATION  TO  SAN  FRAN- 


The  following  questions  are  intended  to  stimulate  discussions  about  what  kinds  of  policy  direction  should 
be  incorporated  into  the  development  of  the  PY’97  Modification  to  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training 
Plan.  While  focused  on  the  JTPA  Programs  comprehended  within  that  Plan,  many  of  the  issues  raised 
concern  other  programs  and  initiatives  of  not  only  the  PIC  but  other  San  Francisco  agencies  as  well  and 
they  vary  from  very  broad  to  very  specific  policy  issues.  The  Committee  may  well  decide  not  to  attempt  to 
address  all  issues  in  the  two  hours  scheduled  for  its  November  21st  meeting:  some  could  be  deferred 
until  later  in  the  planning  process  (e.g.,  until  the  Committee’s  December  5th  meeting,  etc.). 

1 . Should  new  prime  service  provider  subcontracts  be  solicited  and  selected  for  the  PY’97  Modification 
to  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan?  If  not,  the  State  would  have  to  be  asked  to  waive  its 
current  policy  requiring  new  solicitation  and  selection  processes  at  least  once  every  three  years. 

2.  If  it  is  decided  that  new  solicitation  and  selection  processes  should  b,e  conducted  for  all  PY’97  Prime 
Subcontracts,  should  the  terms  of  those  subcontracts  be,  subject  to  annual  performance  reviews: 

a.  for  the  two  program  years  of  PY’97  and  PY’98,  as  has  generally  been  the  case  since  PY’86?;  or 

b.  for  the  three  program  years  of  PY’97,  PY’98,  and  PY’99,  to  make  the  remaining  two  years  of  those 
subcontract  terms  consistent  with  the  term  of  San  Francisco’s  PY’98-’99  Job  Training  Plan? 

3.  In  developing  any  modification  to  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  plan,  should  the  potentially  significant 
effects  of  the  following  six  federal  or  State  initiatives  be  taken  into  account: 

a.  the  State  of  California’s  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco’s  eventual  plans  to  implement, 
beginning  possibly  in  March  but  no  later  than  July  of  1997,  the  recently-enacted  federal  “welfare 
reform  legislation’’?; 

b.  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco’s  plan  (or,  perhaps,  a seven-county  collaborative  plan  of 
Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  Marin,  Napa,  San  Francisco,  San  Mateo,  Solano,  and  Sonoma  Counties) 
to  implement  the  State’s  July  1996  “School-to-Career  Plan”,  the  federal  “School-to-Work 
Opportunities  Act”,  or  both?; 

c.  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco’s  plan  (or,  perhaps,  a nine-county  collaborative  plan  of 
Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  Marin,  Napa,  San  Francisco,  San  Mateo,  Santa  Clara,  Solano,  and 
Sonoma  Counties)  to  implement  the  State’s  August  1996  “One-Stop  Career  Center  System 
Plan”?: 

d.  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco’s  plan  (or,  perhaps,  a twelve-county  collaborative  plan  of 
Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  Marin,  Monterey,  Napa,  San  Benito,  San  Francisco,  San  Mateo,  Santa 
Clara,  Santa  Cruz,  Solano  and  Sonoma  Counties)  to  implement  the  State’s  February  1996 
“Economic  Strategy”?; 


CISCO’S  PY’96-’97  JOB  TRAINING  PLAN 


745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 


2 


e.  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor’s  plan  (which  may,  but  is  not  required  to,  reflect  any  agreement  with 
the  PIC,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  or  both)  to  implement  operations  of  a new  Job 
Corps  Center  on  Treasure  Island  between  January  of  1998  and  of  January  of  1999?;  and 

f.  any  possible  resurrection  (i.e.,  in  the  105th  Congress  on  or  after  January  of  1997)  of  the 
proposed  “Workforce  Development  Legislation”  that  died  in  the  104th  Congress? 

What,  if  any,  broad  policy  assumptions  should  be  made  for  each  of  these  six  initiatives  in  developing 
the  PY’97  Modification  to  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan? 

4.  How  many  solicitation  processes  should  be  conducted  for  purposes  of  selecting  “Prime  PY’97 
Subcontracts”?  Historically,  for  every  biennial  job  training  plan  two  processes  have  generally  been 
conducted;  one  for  all  JTPA  Titles  II  and  III  year-round  training  programs  and  one  for  all  JTPA  Title  IIB 
summer  youth  employment  programs. 

5.  While  the  Labor  Market  Information  Division’s  (of  the  State  Employment  Development  Department,  or 
the  EDD/LMID)  estimates  of  the  profile  of  the  “eligible  (or  ‘economically  disadvantaged’)  population” 
for  each  subpart  of  JTPA  Title  II  are  not  expected  to  change  from  what  was  estimated  in  1994  (i.e.,  for 
San  Francisco’s  PY’94,  PY’95,  and  PY’96  plans,  please  refer  to  the  first  attachment),  should  the 
enrollment  goals  derived  from  those  estimates  be  revised  or  refined  in  any  way?  Specifically: 

a.  In  light  of  the  actual  enrollments  recorded  for  PY’94,  PY’95  and,  so  far,  in  PY’96  and  taking  into 
account  changes  in  federal  fiscal  (i.e.,  appropriations)  and  programmatic  (e.g.,  the  “School-to- 
Work”  initiative,  the  “Welfare  Reform”  initiative,  etc.)  policies  that  have  affected  the  enrollment 
goals  established  for  those  three  program  years,  should  the  enrollment  goals  for  PY’97  and  any 
subsequent  year  be  revised  or  refined  in  any  way  (including  the  possibility  of  transferring  funds 
from  one  subpart  account  to  another)  and,  if  so,  how? 

b.  Should  more  emphasis  be  placed  on  establishing  programs  that  offer  training  for  women  in 
“nontraditional  occupations”  (based  on  local.  State,  federal  or  all  criteria  for  lack  of  tradition)? 

c.  Should  more  or  less  emphasis  be  placed  on  establishing  programs  that  offer  basic  remedial 
educational  and  job  skill  training  services  to  “hard-to-serve,  out-of-school  (or  high-risk)  youths”, 
especially  “young,  African  American  males”? 

d.  In  light  of  the  recently-enacted  federal  “welfare  reform  legislation”,  should  the  enrollment  goals  for 
‘Public  Assistance  Recipients”  or  any  of  the  subsidiary  groups  be  revised  or  refined  as  a result  of: 

i.  new  data  published  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Human  Services  (SFDHS)?; 

ii.  impacts  of  the  new  “welfare  reform”  initiatives  on  State  or  local  governments?;  or 

iii.  change  in  labor  exchange  and  education/training  priorities  [e.g.,  with  respect  to  the  JTPA 
Titles  IIA-IIC  (8%-SECG/GAIN)  Subpart,  etc.]  in  the  eventual  “welfare  reform”  implementation 
plans  of  State,  local,  or  both  governments? 

e.  Do  either  the  PY’96  Performance  Standards  of  the  Labor  Secretary,  of  the  Governor,  or  both 
influence  increased  or  decreased  enrollment  goals  for  any  of  these  or  other  significant  segments 
of  San  Francisco’s  “JTPA  Eligible  Population”?  Staff  will  have  some  data  by  November  21st. 

f.  Should  the  “seventh  barriers  to  employment”  [i.e.,  “eligible  adults  with  limited  English 
proficiencies"  for  the  JTPA  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Year-Round  Adult  Training)  Subpart  and  “youths 
who  are  members  of  minority  racial/ethnic  groups”  for  the  JTPA  Title  IIC  (82%-Basic  Year-Round 
Youth  Training)  Subpart]  be  reviewed  and,  if  warranted,  revised? 


g.  Should  the  application  of  1990  Census  Data  in  the  allocations  of  summer  youth  employment 
program  slots  for  the  1994, 1995,  and  1996  summers  be  retained? 

h.  Should  a portion  of  all  of  San  Francisco’s  anticipated  JTPA  Title  III  (Formula  Dislocated  Workers) 
monies  continue  to  be  set  aside  for  programs  offering  retraining  services  to  “long-term 
unemployed,  homeless  individuals”  or  should  “homeless  individuals  (regardless  of  labor  force 
status)”  be  served  under  only  the  JTPA  Titles  IIA-IIC  and  the  “Homeless  Employment 
Collaborative”  (HEC)  Programs  of  the  PIC? 

6.  While  the  EDD/LMID’s  overall  1992-1997  industrial  and  occupational  projections  for  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  are  unlikely  to  be  revised  in  any  significant  manner,  other  sources  of 
projected  industrial  and  occupational  changes  in  San  Francisco  could  be  consulted  as  well  and,  based 
on  all  of  them,  should  the  occupational  training  goals  for  PY’97  and  any  subsequent  year  be  revised  or 
refined  and,  if  so,  how?  Please  refer  to  the  second  attachment. 

7.  As  has  been  the  case  in  all  previous  San  Francisco  Job  Training  Plans,  should  some  occupations, 
especially  those  in  low-pay  and  high-turnover  industries,  be  specifically  excluded  from  the  occupa- 
tional training  goals  (e.g.,  by  establishing  minimum  starting  hourly  wages,  fringe  benefits,  etc.  of  the 
jobs  targeted  for  placement)?  If  so,  how  should  we  proceed  to  target  longer-term  job  placements, 
given  the  federal  and  State  increases  in  the  minimum  required  wage? 

8.  Should  PY’97  JTPA  Title  II  Programs  be  set  aside  for  specific  industries,  occupations,  or  both  that  are 
projected  to  offer  significant  opportunities  from  either  growth  or  workforce  replacements  (e.g.,  new 
occupations  in  "bioscience"  or  “multi-media”  industries,  occupations  with  high  numbers  of  projected 
retirements  because  of  an  aging  workforce,  etc.)? 

9.  Should  the  process  in  which  “employment  competencies”  have  been  developed  and  the  criteria  by 
which  they  have  been  approved  by  the  Council  in  the  PY’96  and  previous  plans  be  revised  or  refined 
especially  if: 

a.  in  response  to  the  seventh  issue,  it  is  decided  to  set  aside  a portion  of  all  JTPA  Title  II  monies  for 
“programs  that  are  driven  by  projected  opportunities  in  specific  industries  or  occupations”?; 

b.  the  State  requires  that  the  process,  the  criteria,  or  both  be  revised  or  refined  as  a result  of  its 
“corrective  action  notice”  (i.e.,  CATS  50146)  issued  in  June  of  this  year?;  or 

c.  both? 

1 0.  The  levels  of  employer  commitments  to  graduates  of  various  training  programs  are  very  uneven;  some 
are  excellent,  resulting  in  hirings  right  after  the  completion  of  training,  and,  despite  promises  to  the 
contrary  in  proposals  that  were  competitively  selected,  others  do  not  exist  at  all.  Should  this  be 
addressed  differently  in  the  proposal  solicitation  and  selection  process  and  how? 

11.  Should  the  JTPA  Titles  IIA-IIC  (5%-lncentive)  Subpart  Account  continue  to  be  the  sole  source  for 
financing  the  “Joseph  S.  Bailey  Memorial  Program”?  If  so,  should  either  that  subpart  plan  or  the 
programs  authorized  under  it  be  revised  or  refined  in  any  way  and,  if  so,  how? 

12.  Should  the  “Summer  Training  and  Education  Program”  (i.e.,  STEP)  be  continued?  If  so,  should  it  be 
revised  or  refined  in  any  way  and,  if  so,  how? 
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13.  What  should  the  primary  functions  of  the  San  Francisco  Career  Link  Center  (formerly  the  San 
Francisco  Assessment  Center)  be  with  respect  to  San  Francisco’s  broader  Employment  and  Training 
System?  Should  all  of  the  system’s  assessment  functions  be  centralized,  should  they  be 
subcontracted  to  the  organizations  providing  the  recruitment,  the  training,  the  job  placement,  or  all 
three  kinds  of  services,  or  should  the  current  hybrid  system  be  continued?  to  what  extents  will  the 
new  “welfare  reform  legislation”  affect  these  choices?  How  and  from  what  sources  should  a San 
Francisco  Career  Link  Center  be  financed?  To  what  extents  do  the  latter  choices  affect  the  former? 

14.  Should  the  “Housing  Authority  Summer  Youth  Program”  (the  HASYP,  financed  with  Community 
Development  Block  Grant  monies  in  1996)  be  continued  in  1997  and,  if  so,  how? 

15.  Should  the  “Say  Yes”  Program  (financed  with  private  sector  contributions  in  1996)  be  continued  in 
1997  and,  if  so,  how? 

16.  Should  greater  efforts  be  made  to  integrate  the  “Jobs  For  Youth  Program”  into  San  Francisco’s 
Employment  and  Training  System  in  PY’97  and,  if  so,  what  should  they  be? 

17.  Is  the  proposed  schedule  (please  refer  to  the  third  attachment)  for  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  to 
develop  and,  by  the  statutory  date  of  April  12th  of  1997,  to  approve  a PY’97  Modification  to  San 
Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan  acceptable? 

cc:  PIC  Staff 

All  PIC  Subcontractors 

Members,  PIC  Planning  Committee 

Members,  PIC  Jobs  For  Youth  Committee 

Members,  Emp.,  Ed.,  and  Trng.  Com.,  S.F.  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force 

Jeff  Mori,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Children,  Youth,  and  Families 

Priscilla  Watts,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Community  Development 

Marcia  Rosen,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Housing 

David  Ishida,  S.F.  Commission  on  Aging 

Sandra  Hernandez,  S.F.  Department  of  Public  Health 

Michael  Wald,  P.  Duterte,  D.  Heaven,  and  E.  Strand,  S.F.  Dept,  of  Human  Services 

Ronnie  Davis,  S.F.  Housing  Authority 

Armando  Quiroz,  Regional  USDOL/ETA 

Jacqueline  , Regional  USDOL/Job  Corps 

Lori  Bamberger,  Regional  USD/HUD 

Scott  Winkler,  EDD/JTPD 

Mary  Ann  Goodwin,  CDE/EPU 
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ATTACHMENT  2 (page  1 of  4) 


Wage  & Salary  Employment  by  Major  Industry 
San  Francisco  County  1992-99  Annual  Averages 


Industry 

1992 

Percent  of  Total 

1999 

Percent  of  Total 

Total  NonAgricultural  Employment 

526,500 

100.0% 

539,600 

100.0% 

Mining 

500 

0.1  % 

500 

0.1  % 

Construction 

11,600 

2.2  % 

12,300 

2.3  % 

Manufacturing 

37,000 

7.0  % 

37,000 

6.9  % 

Transportation  & Public  Utilities 

36,500 

6.9  % 

36,200 

6.7  % 

Wholesale  Trade 

23,600 

4.5  % 

20,500 

3.8  % 

Retail  Trade 

71,600 

13.6% 

75,700 

14.0% 

Finance,  Insurance,  & Real  Estate 

69,400 

13.2% 

70,700 

13.1  % 

Services 

188,000 

35.7  % 

201,700 

37.4  % 

Government 

88,300 

16.8% 

85,000 

15.8% 

Mining  Construction  Manufacturing  Transportation  Wholesale  Retail  Trade  Finance,  Services  Government 
& Public  Trade  Insurance,  & 

Utilities  Real  Estate 


& Public  Trade  Insurance,  & 

Utilities  Real  Estate 
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Employment  by  Major  Occupational  Group 
San  Francisco  County  1992-1999  Annual  Averages 


Major  Occupational  Group 

1992 

Percent  of 
Total 

1999 

Percent  of 
Total 

Absolute 

Change 

Percent 

Change 

Total  All  Occupations  (1) 

526,500 

100.0% 

539,600 

100.0% 

13,100 

2.5  % 

Managers  and  Admin.  Occupations 

41,310 

7.8  % 

42,140 

7.8  % 

830 

2.0  % 

Professional,  Paraprof,  Technical 

132,040 

25.1  % 

139,860 

25.9  % 

7,820 

5.9  % 

Sales  and  Related  Occupations 

52,860 

10.0% 

54,800 

10.2% 

1,940 

3.7% 

Clerical,  Administrative  Support 

135,140 

25.7% 

131,840 

24.4% 

-3,300 

-2.4% 

Service  Occupations 

82,940 

15.8% 

87,060 

16.1  % 

4,120 

5.0  % 

Agricultural,  Forestry,  Fishing 

2,780 

0.5  % 

2,980 

0.6  % 

200 

7.2  % 

Prod,  Constr,  Oper,  Mat  Handling 

79,120 

15.0% 

80,620 

14.9% 

1,500 

1.9% 

§ 

s 


I 

s 


Managers  and 
Admin. 
Occupations 


Professional, 

Paraprof, 

Technical 


Sales  and 
Related 
Occupations 


Clerical, 

Administrative 

Support 


Service 

Occupations 


Agricultural, 

Forestry, 

Fishing 


Prod,  Constr, 
Oper,  Mat 
Handling 


Occupational  Chart 

Employment  by  Major  Occupational  Group 
San  Francisco  County  1992-1999 
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(1)  Total  is  based  on  the  March  1993  benchmark. 


Sales  and 
Related 
Occupations 


Clerical,  Service  Agricultural, 

Administrative  Occupations  Forestry, 

Support  Fishing 


Prod,  Constr, 
Oper,  Mat 
Handling 


Managers  and 
Admin. 
Occupations 


Professional, 

Paraprof, 

Technical 
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OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  FASTEST  RATES  OF  JOB  GROWTH 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1992-1999 


ANNUAL  AVERAGES 

ABSOLUTE 

PERCENT 

OCCUPATION 

1992 

1999 

CHANGE 

CHANGE 

Home  Health  Care  Workers 

380 

460 

80 

21.1% 

Systems  Analysts-Electronic  Data  Processing 

2,690 

3,230 

540 

20.1% 

Customer  Service  Representatives-Utilities 

420 

500 

80 

19.0% 

Operations  & Systems  Researchers-Except  Computer 

620 

730 

110 

17.7% 

Offset  Lithographic  Press  Setters 

420 

490 

70 

16.7% 

Detectives,  Investigators-Except  Public 

300 

350 

50 

16.7% 

Pressing  Machine  Operators-Textile,  Garment 

490 

570 

80 

16.3% 

Food  Service  Managers 

1,030 

1,190 

160 

15.5% 

Construction  Managers 

590 

680 

90 

15.3% 

Food  Servers-Outside 

670 

770 

100 

14.9% 

Pressers--Hand 

270 

310 

40 

14.8% 

Insurance  Adjusters,  Examiners,  Investigators 

1,400 

1,600 

200 

14.3% 

Tax  Preparers 

630 

720 

90 

14.3% 

Physical  Therapy  Assistants  & Aides 

210 

240 

30 

14.3% 

Financial  Analysts,  Statistical 

• 780 

890 

110 

14.1% 

Animal  Caretakers-Except  Farm 

290 

330 

40 

13.8% 

Physical  Therapists 

380 

430 

50 

13.2% 

Counter  and  Rental  Clerks 

1,010 

1,140 

130 

12.9% 

Property  and  Real  Estate  Managers 

1,470 

1,650 

180 

12.2% 

Loan  Officers  and  Counselors 

1,500 

1,680 

180 

12.0% 

Computer  Engineers 

760 

850 

90 

11.8% 

Adjustment  Clerks 

2,630 

2,930 

300 

11.4% 

Cooks--Restaurant 

3,350 

3,730 

380 

11.3% 

Laundry,  Drycleaning  Machine  Operators--Ex.  Press 

900 

1,000 

100 

11.1% 

Teachers,  Preschool  & Kindergarten 

1,180 

1,310 

130 

11.0% 

Hairdressers,  Hairstylists 

1,010 

1,120 

110 

10.9% 

Producers,  Directors,  Actors 

460 

510 

50 

10.9% 

Human  Services  Workers 

830 

920 

90 

10.8% 

Reporters  and  Correspondents 

280 

310 

30 

10.7% 

Amusement,  Recreation  Attendants 

280 

310 

30 

10.7% 

Industrial  Engineers-Except  Safety 

660 

730 

70 

10.6% 

Recreational  Therapists 

290 

320 

30 

10.3% 

Engineering,  Math,  and  Natural  Science  Managers 

1,460 

1,610 

150 

10.3% 

Dental  Assistants 

780 

860 

80 

10.3% 

Recreation  Workers 

390 

430 

40 

10.3% 

Marketing.  Advertising,  Public  Relations  Managers 

3,150 

3,470 

320 

10.2% 

Radiologic  Technologist,  Diagnostic 

510 

560 

50 

9.8% 

Medical  Assistants 

730 

800 

70 

9.6% 

Heating,  Air  Conditioning,  Refrigeration  Mechanics 

420 

460 

40 

9.5% 

Electrical  and  Electronic  Engineers 

1,490 

1,630 

140 

9.4% 

Food  Preparation  Workers 

7,390 

8,080 

690 

9.3% 

Teachers-Vocational  Education  and  Training 

1,500 

1,640 

140 

9.3% 

Cooks-Short  Order 

870 

950 

80 

9.2% 

Truck  Drivers,  Light 

4,110 

4,480 

370 

9.0% 

Sales  Agents-Financial  Services 

2,340 

2,550 

210 

9.0% 

TOTAL  OF  THESE  OCCUPATIONS  (Excluding  NECs)  53,320  59,520  6,200  11.6% 
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OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  GREATEST  ABSOLUTE  JOB  GROWTH 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1992-1999 


ABSOLUTE  AVERAGES 

ABSOLUTE 

PERCENT 

OCCUPATION 

1992 

1999 

CHANGE 

CHANGE 

Salespersons  - Retail  (Non-Vehicle) 

14,820 

15,660 

840 

5.7% 

Food  Preparation  Workers 

7,390 

8,080 

690 

9.3% 

Waiters  and  Waitresses 

10,640 

11,230 

590 

5.5% 

Cashiers 

7,630 

8,190 

560 

7.3% 

Systems  Analysts-Electronic  Data  Processing 

2,690 

3,230 

540 

20.1% 

Janitors,  Cleaners--Except  Maids 

12,300 

12,810 

510 

4.1% 

Guards  and  Watch  Guards 

6,490 

6,880 

390 

6.0% 

Cooks-Restaurant 

3,350 

3,730 

380 

11.3% 

Truck  Drivers,  Light 

4,110 

4,480 

370 

9.0% 

Registered  Nurses 

9,810 

10,160 

350 

3.6% 

Marketing,  Advertising,  Public  Relations  Mgrs. 

3,150 

3,470 

320 

10.2% 

Adjustment  Clerks 

2,630 

2,930 

300 

11.4% 

Receptionists,  Information  Clerks 

6,080 

6,310 

230 

3.8% 

-inancial  Managers 

5,470 

5,690 

220 

4.0% 

Sales  Agents-Financial  Services 

2,340 

2,550 

210 

9.0% 

nsurance  Adjusters,  Examiners,  Investigators 

1,400 

1,600 

200 

14.3% 

Maintenance  Repairers;  General  Utility 

3,480 

3,670 

190 

5.5% 

Property  and  Real  Estate  Managers 

1,470 

1,650 

180 

12.2% 

Loan  Officers  and  Counselors 

1,500 

1,680 

180 

12.0% 

Traffic,  Shipping,  Receiving  Clerks 

5,790 

5,960 

170 

2.9% 

Food  Service  Managers 

1,030 

1,190 

160 

15.5% 

Engineering,  Math,  and  Natural  Science  Mgrs. 

1,460 

1,610 

150 

10.3% 

Accountants  and  Auditors 

7,180 

7,330 

150 

2.1% 

Civil  Engineers-lncluding  Traffic 

3,340 

3,480 

140 

4.2% 

Electrical  and  Electronic  Engineers 

1,490 

1,630 

140 

9.4% 

Computer  Programmers,  Including  Aides 

3,580 

3,720 

140 

3.9% 

Teachers-Secondary  School 

2,130 

2,270 

140 

6.6% 

Teachers-Vocational  Education  and  Training 

1,500 

1,640 

140 

9.3% 

Teachers,  Preschool  & Kindergarten 

1,180 

1,310 

130 

11.0% 

Counter  and  Rental  Clerks 

1,010 

1,140 

130 

12.9% 

Cooks-Specialty  Fast  Food 

1,640 

1,770 

130 

7.9% 

Operations  & Systems  Researchers-Except  Computer 

620 

730 

110 

17.7% 

Financial  Analysts,  Statistical 

780 

890 

110 

14.1% 

Instructional  Aides 

1,540 

1,650 

110 

7.1% 

Designers,  Except  Interior  and  Floral 

1,370 

1,480 

110 

8.0% 

Dining  Room  Attendants,  Bar  Flelpers 

2,660 

2,770 

110 

4.1% 

Hairdressers,  Hairstylists 

1,010 

1,120 

110 

10.9% 

Food  Servers-Outside 

670 

770 

100 

14.9% 

Gardeners,  Groundskeepers-Except  Farm 

1,710 

1,810 

100 

5.8% 

Laundry,  Drycleaning  Machine  Operators-Except  Press 

900 

1,000 

100 

11.1% 

TOTAL  OF  THESE  OCCUPATIONS  (Excl.  NECs) 

149,340 

159,270 

9,930 

6.6% 
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PROPOSED  PY'96-'97  JOB  TRAINING  PLAN  PLANNING  CALENDAR  ahachment  3 (page  1 of  i) 


Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday  I Thursday 

Friday 

Nov.  04,  '96 

SF  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force 
(Empl.,  Educ.  & Trng.  Comm.) 

Nov.  05.  '96 

Committee  ^ 

WE^..  PY'96  Mid-term  Planjnpd? 

Nov.  06,  '96 

Nov.  07,  '96 

Nov.  08,  '96 

Nov.  n.'96 

Nov.  12,  '96 

1 Mayor  & Council  | 

IIB  Eval.,  PY'96  Mid-term  Plan 

Nov.  13,  '96 

Job  Corps  Orientation 
Staff  Design  issues/sched.  mailout 

Nov.  14.  '96 

(Steve  oat  until  7Sth 

Nov.  15, '% 

Nov.  18. '96 

( SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 

Nov.  19, '96 

Nov.  20,  '96 

Nov.  21. '96 

^^^^valuation  Committee 
V£r97  Design  issues  & scheduls^ 

Nov.  22,  '96 

PY'95  Benefit/Cost  report  issued 
(CCA  Meeting) 

Nov.  25.  '96 

EDD  "Career  Link"  Retreat 
/ SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 

Nov.  26,  '96 

Nov.  27,  '96 

PY'97  proposed  design  mailout 

Nov.  28, '96 

Thanksgiving 

Nov.  29,  '96 

Dec.  02,  '96 

( SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 

Dec.  03,  '96 

Dec.  04,  '96 

Dec.  05. '96 

E^luation  Committee  \ 
^^_^5  review,  PY'97  De^ign^ 

Dec.  06,  '96 

( SDA  Quarterly  Meeting  ) 

Dec.  09,  '96 

! SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 

Dec.  10,  '96 

Dec.  11, '96 

! SJTCC Full  Council) 
PY'97  proposed  Design  mailout 

Dec.  12,  '96 

Dec.  13, '96 

( CCA  Meeting  ) 

Dec.  16,  '96 

! SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 

Dec.  17,  '96 

Dec.  18, '96 

Dec.  19.  '96 

^^^JoiiTt  EvaiyPlan.  Comtfir~~^ 
PY'97  Design 

Dec.  20,  '96 

Dec.  23,  '96 

! SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 

Dec.  24,  '96 

Dec.  25, '96 

Christmas 

Dec.  26,  '96 

PY'97  proposed  Design  mailout 

Dec.  27,  '96 

Dec.  30,  '96 

! SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  } 

Dec.  31.  '96 

Jan.  01,  '97 

New  Years  Day  1997 

Jan.  02,  '97 

Jan.  03,  '97 

Bidder's  lists  invitadons  mailed 
1st  Publicadon  newspaper  notice 

Jan.  06,  '97 

Expected  allocauon  release  date 
( SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 

Jan.  07,  '97 

Jan.  08,  '97 

Jan.  09,  '97 

Jan.  10,  '97 

Jan.  13, '97 

1 SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 

Jan.  14, '97 

1 Mayor  & Council 

1 PY'97  Design  approval 

Jan.  15,  '97 

Jan.  16,  '97 

Jan.  17,  '97 

Jan.  20.  '97 

.Martin  I-utlier  King., Jr. 

Jan.  21, '97 

Jan.  22,  '97 

Jan.  23.  '97 

^ Planning  Committee  ^ ^ 
V^.^P^7  RFPs  selecdon  criteria^ 

Jan.  24,  '97 

Jan.  27.  '97 

Duplicate  RFPs,  mailout  as  needed 
! SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  j 

Jan.  28,  '97 

II-B  Bidders'  Conference 
Yr.-rd.  Bidders'  Conference 

Jan.  29,  '97 

Jan.  30,  '97 

Jan.  31, '97 

Final  RFPto  printer 

Feb.  03,  '97 

( SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  j 

Feb.  04.  '97 

Feb.05.,'97 

Public  nodee  of  hearing  schedule 

Feb.  06,  '97 

Feb.  07,  '97 

II-B  Proposals  Due 

Feb.  10,  '97 

IIB  task  force  begins  (7  days) 

1 SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  j 

Feb.  11, '97 

Feb.  12, '97  ' ■ 

Feb.  13,  '97 

Feb.  14,  '97 

Feb.  17,  '97 

Fi  t-sidettl’s  Day 

Feb.  18, '97 

Feb.  19,  '97 

IIB  staff  recommendadons  mailout 

Feb.  20,  '97  .. 

,Feb.21,'97 

Feb.  24.  '97 

1 SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 
Draft  Welfare  Reform  Plan 

Feb.  25,  '97 

Feb.  26,  '97 

Feb.  27.  '97 

^ Tianning  Committee 

Adj.,  Summer  Plan_^^ 

Feb.  28,  '97 

Yr,-rd,  Proposals  Due 

Mar.  03,  '97 

Yr.-rd.  task  force  begins  (13  days) 
! SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 

Mar.  04,  '97 

<—  Official  1st  Publication  Date 

Mar.  05,  '97 

Mar.  06,  '97 

Mar.  07,  '97 

i 

Mar.  10,  '97 

Summer  supervisors  hired 
( SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  j 

Mar.  11, '97 

1 Mayor  & Council  | 

PY'96  Adj.,  Summer  Plan  1 

Mar.  12,  '97 

Mar.  13, '97 

|Mar.  14, -97 

i 

Mar.  17,  '97 

Summer  certifiers  & MIS  hired 
/ SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 

Mar.  18, '97 

Mar.  19, '97 

Yr.-rd.  recommendadons  mailout 

Mar.  20,  '97 

Mar.  21, -97 

Mar.  24,  '97 

1 SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  j 

Mar.  25.  '97 

Mar.  26,  '97 

Mar.  27,  '97  Mar.  28,  -97 

Planning  Committee  — 

Year-round  Plan 

Mar.  31, '97 

! SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 

Apr.  01. '97 

Comm,  recommendations  mailout 

Apr.  02.  '97 

Apr.  03,  '97 

■ Apr.  (M.-97 

1 Summer  certificadon  begins  — > 

Apr.  07,  '97 

! SF  Welfare  Reform  TF  Committee  ) 

Apr.  08,  '97 

1 Mayor  & Council 

Year-round  Plan 

Apr.  09,  '97 

Apr.  10, '97 

Apr.  11, '97 

Plan  .Mod.  due  to  Governor 

DOCUME^'^3  DEP"T 


^PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

of Francisco,  Inc. 

MEMORANDUM 


DEC  06  1996 

SAN  FRANC"' 
PUBLIC  LIB,., 


FROM: 


MAYOR  WILLIE  L.  BROWN,  JR. 
ALL  COUNCIL  MEMBERS 


STEVE  ARCELONA,  PRESIDENT 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY  OF  THE  PIC’S  JOB  TRAINING  PARTNERSHIP  ACT  (JTPA) 
PROGRAM  STATISTICS  FOR  PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  (PY’95). 


Program  Year  1995  (or  PY’95,  from  July  1995  to  June  1996)  was  the  second  year  in  the  sixth  biennial  “Job 
Training  Plan’’  period  under  JTPA  . For  PY’95,  twelve  separate  subparts  of  the  plan  were  developed,  each 
was  concurrently  approved  by  the  Mayor  and  the  PIC,  and  each  was  subsequently  incorporated  into  one 
of  six  separate  “JTPA  Subgrant  Agreements”  between  the  State  and  the  PIC.  To  implement  them,  the 
PIC  developed,  executed,  and  administered  543  subcontracts  (52  were  “prime”  year-round  subcontracts, 
fourteen  were  SYETP  subcontracts,  115  were  on-the-job  training  subcontracts  and  362  were  individual 
referral  subcontracts)  with  the  summary  results  shown  below: 


Accrued 

Expend. 

Total 

Enrolled 

Total 

Placed 

Total* 
OP  Term. 

Total 

Terms. 

Place. 

Rate 

Positive. 

Term.Rate 

IIA-77%  Basic  Adult 

2,606,250 

483 

350 

61 

483 

72% 

85% 

IIC-82%  Basic  Youth 

522,929 

101 

52 

27 

100 

52% 

79% 

IIA-5%  Older  Individuals 

390,644 

111 

88 

15 

110 

79% 

94% 

ll/VC-5%  Incentive 

124,366 

95 

0 

1 

95 

0% 

1% 

IIA/C8%-50%  SECG-GAIN 

213,497 

39 

1 

17 

39 

3% 

46% 

IIA/C-8%-30%  SECG-AND 

72,480 

49 

25 

6 

49 

51% 

63% 

IIA/C-8%-30%  SECG-JVS 

70,721 

14 

4 

2 

14 

29% 

43% 

IIA/C-8%-30%  SECG-SFUSD 

62,477 

25 

0 

0 

25 

0% 

0% 

IIIA-60%  Formula 

2,254,532 

462 

209 

0 

370 

45% 

56% 

IIIA/B-  40%  Base  Closure 

364,246 

69 

23 

0 

62 

33% 

37% 

111-40%  LCF/76 

812,503 

124 

79 

0 

124 

64% 

64% 

IIA/III  subtotals  /a. 

7,494,645 

1,572 

831 

129 

1,471 

56% 

65% 

MB  SYETP  1996 

2,147,298 

1,856 

2 

1,480 

1,856 

0% 

80% 

* OP-  Other  Positive 

M.  “Subtotals”  include  data  for  only  the  twelve  year-round  programs  shown  above;  data  for  the  1996  JTPA  Title  MB 
SYETP  are  not  included  in  the  subtotals. 


As  required  by  the  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has  established  national  performance  standards  that  can  be 
adjusted  for  local  labor  market  and  specific  program  conditions.  For  San  Francisco’s  JTPA  Titles  IIA  (77%- 
Basic  Adult),  IIC  (82%-Basic  Youth),  and  MIA  (60%-Formula)  Subpart  Programs,  the  adjusted  performance 
standards  and,  corresponding  to  each,  the  actual  performance  attained  in  PY'95  are  : 


745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 


Performance  Indicators 

Performance 

Standard 

Actual 

Performance 

Standard 

Met 

Title  IIA  77%-Adult  Follow  up  Employment  Rate  /a. 

61 .08% 

60.00% 

NO 

Title  IIA  77%-Adult  Welfare  Follow-up  Employment  Rate  ^ 

51 .92% 

59.80% 

YES 

Title  IIA  77%-Adult  Follow-up  Weekly  Earnings /a 

$269.21 

$344.00 

YES 

Title  IIA  77%-Adult  Welfare  Follow-up  Weekly  Earnings  /d 

$255.75 

$366.00 

YES 

Title  IIC  82%-Youth  Entered  Employment  Rate  /e. 

54.52% 

55.73% 

YES 

Title  IIC  82%-Youth  Employability  Enhancement  Rated 

21.88% 

45.04% 

YES 

Title  IIIA  60%-Formula  Entered  Employment  Rate  /g. 

53.09% 

59.17% 

YES 

/a.  The  number  of  former  terminees  surveyed  who  were  adults  (aged  22  or  more)  and  were  employed  during  the  1 3th 
week  after  termination,  divided  by  the  total  number  of  adult  respondents,  times  100%. 


/b.  The  number  of  adult  welfare  recipients  who  were  employed  during  the  13th  week  after  termination,  divided  by  the 
total  number  of  adult  welfare  recipients  responding,  times  100%. 

/c.  The  total  weekly  earnings  for  all  adult  respondents  employed  during  the  13th  week  after  termination  divided  by 
the  total  number  of  adult  respondents  who  were  employed  during  that  week. 

/d.  The  total  weekly  earnings  for  all  adult  welfare  recipients  who  were  employed  during  the  13th  calendar  week  after 
termination,  divided  by  the  total  number  of  adult  recipients  who  were  employed  during  that  week. 

/e.  The  total  number  of  youths  (16-21  years  of  age)  who  entered  employment  at  termination  divided  by  the  total 
number  of  youths  who  (except  for  “potential  dropouts”  who  remained  in-school  and  “school  dropouts”  who 
returned  to  school)  terminated  for  all  reasons  times  1 00%. 

/L  The  total  number  of  youths  (16-21  years  of  age)  who  attained  one  of  the  employability  enhancements  at 
termination  (regardless  of  whether  they  also  entered  employment)  divided  by  the  total  number  of  youths  who 
terminated  for  all  reasons  times  1 00%. 

/g.  The  total  number  of  terminees  who  entered  employment  (excluding  those  called  back  by  “layoff  employer”)  at 
termination  divided  by  the  total  number  of  terminees  for  all  reasons,  times  1 00%. 

The  Act  requires  the  Governor  to  use  five  percent  of  all  Titles  IIA  and  IIC  monies  allotted  to  the  State  for 
“incentive  awards”  to  those  Service  Delivery  Areas  where  the  Secretary’s  performance  standards  in  Titles 
IIA  (77%-Basic  Adult)  and  IIC  (82%-Basic  Youth)  Subpart  Programs  have  been  “exceeded”.  In  California, 
that  has  been  defined  to  be  that  five  or  more  of  the  Secretary's  six  Title  II  standards  have  been  surpassed. 
Five  of  the  six  standards  specified  for  San  Francisco’s  PY’95  Title  II  Programs  were  “exceeded”,  but  the 
amount  of  its  PY’96  Titles  IIA-IIC  (5%-lncentive)  award  has  not  yet  been  announced. 

While  no  monetary  incentives  are  provided  for  “exceeding”  the  performance  standard  specified  for  Title 
IMA  (60%-Formula)  Subpart  Programs,  there  are  potential  penalties  that  would  be  imposed  on  that  subpart 
program  in  subsequent  Program  Years  by  both  federal  and  State  governments  for  not  “exceeding”  it. 
Based  on  its  PY’95  performance,  San  Francisco  should  not  be  subject  to  any  of  those  penalties  in  PY’96. 

Immediately  attached  are  (on  page  3)  the  characteristics  of  several  selected  age  stratifications  of  San 
Francisco’s  subpopulation  that  the  State  estimated  would  be  eligible  for  JTPA  Title  II  Programs  in  PY’95 
and  PY’96  and  the  enrollment  goals  that  were  established  (based  on  those  estimates)  for  each  of  the 
corresponding  major  JTPA  Title  II  Subpart  Programs  in  its  PY’95-’96  Job  Training  Plan,  (on  page  4) 
comparisons  between  each  enrollment  goal  (in  the  “plan”  column)  and  the  corresponding  actual 
enrollments  recorded  in  PY’95,  and  (on  pages  5 through  10)  comparisons  between  the  characteristics  of 
those  enrolled  in  training  and  of  those  placed  on  jobs  after  training  for  each  of  twelve  JTPA  Titles  II  and  III 
Subpart  Programs  during  PY’95  regardless  of  whether  an  enrollment  goal  had  been  established  for  it. 

Subsequently  attached  are  detailed  performance  data  for  each  Subpart  Program  and  Prime  Subcontractor 
authorized  in  it  and  for  the  occupations  targeted  for  training  and  placement  efforts. 


Please  contact  Raymond  Holland  or  me  if  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  about  this  report. 


cc:  Members,  PIC  Evaluation  Committee 
Members,  PIC  Planning  Committee 
PIC,  Mayor's  and  SFDHS  Staffs 
PIC  Subcontractors 


Vicki  Johnsrud,  EDD/JTPD 
Scott  Winkler,  EDD/JTPD 
Mary  Ann  Goodwin,  CDE 
Bobbie  Jones,  COCCC 


November  22,  1996 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 


10/25/96 


ACTUAL  VS  PLANNED  PARTICIPANT  CHARACTERISTICS 


REPORT  PERIOD:  07/01/95  THROUGH  06/30/96 


CHARACTERITICS 

IIA  77%  ADULTS 

lie  82%  YOUTHS 

IIA  5%OLD.IND. 

MB  SYETP 

PLAN 

ACTUAL 

PLAN 

ACTUAL 

PLAN 

ACTUAL 

PLAN 

ACTUAL 

TOTAL 

558 

483 

134 

101 

121 

111 

1800 

1856 

Females 

52% 

46% 

48% 

40% 

63% 

48% 

48% 

45% 

Males 

48% 

54% 

52% 

60% 

37% 

52% 

52% 

55% 

Age:  14-15 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

39% 

48% 

Age:  16-21 

0% 

0% 

100% 

100% 

0% 

0% 

61% 

52% 

Age:  22-54 

91% 

98% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

Age:  55  + 

9% 

2% 

0% 

0% 

100% 

100% 

0% 

0% 

Amlnd(NH) 

1% 

2% 

1% 

0% 

0% 

1% 

1% 

1% 

Asian+Pacisind 

39% 

19% 

36% 

38% 

49% 

88% 

37% 

38% 

Asian-India 

1% 

1% 

1% 

0% 

1% 

0% 

1% 

1% 

Chinese 

24% 

11% 

22% 

23% 

30% 

61% 

23% 

24% 

Cambodian 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

2% 

Filipino 

8% 

2% 

8% 

6% 

10% 

13% 

8% 

2% 

Hawaiian 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

Japanese 

2% 

0% 

2% 

0% 

3% 

0% 

2% 

0% 

Korean 

1% 

4% 

1% 

0% 

2% 

14% 

1% 

0% 

Samoan 

1% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

1% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

Vietnamese 

2% 

1% 

2% 

9% 

2% 

0% 

2% 

9% 

Blacks  (NH) 

28% 

29% 

30% 

25% 

28% 

1% 

33% 

39% 

Hispanic  (NAPL) 

23% 

22% 

24% 

30% 

16% 

4% 

24% 

18% 

Whites  (NH) 

9% 

28% 

8% 

7% 

7% 

6% 

5% 

4% 

Others  (NH) 

0% 

0% 

1% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

Pub.  Asst.  Rec. 

30% 

40% 

30% 

29% 

20% 

15% 

45% 

43% 

AFDC  Recip. 

18% 

15% 

18% 

17% 

3% 

0% 

40% 

38% 

SSI  Recip. 

1% 

4% 

1% 

4% 

1% 

10% 

1% 

7% 

G/VRCA  Rec. 

7% 

21% 

7% 

10% 

7% 

7% 

1% 

1% 

Food  Stmp  Rec. 

10% 

40% 

10% 

32% 

10% 

9% 

10% 

38% 

Disabled 

10% 

11% 

10% 

0% 

5% 

2% 

10% 

15% 

Homeless 

5% 

8% 

5% 

0% 

5% 

0% 

5% 

0% 

HTS  Adults 

80% 

87% 

NA 

NA 

65% 

91% 

NA 

NA 

HTS  Youths 

NA 

NA 

80% 

97% 

NA 

NA 

80% 

99% 

Sch.  Drpouts 

NA 

10% 

75% 

30% 

NA 

58% 

20% 

2% 

Lim.  Eng.  Prof. 

30% 

26% 

30% 

34% 

30% 

74% 

10% 

15% 

Veterans 

9% 

9% 

2% 

1% 

14% 

6% 

0% 

0% 

There  are  no  enrollment  goals  established  for  Title  IIA/C  5%  Incentive,  Title  IIA/C  8%-50%  SECG-GAIN,  IIA/C  8%- 
30%  AND,  IIA/C  8%-30%  JVS-LVN,  ll/VC  8%-30%  SFUSD-STW,  Title  MIA  Formula  Allocation.  Title  IIIA  40%  Base 
Closures  and  Title  IIIA  LCF/76  programs. 
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REPORT : CCR_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Oct  25  1996 

CUMULATIVE  CHARACTERISTICS  REPORT 
For  Newly-Enrolled  and  Placed  Participants 
For  All  JTPA  Subgrants 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


220-IIA  77%  ADULT 

270-IIC  82%  YOUTH 

CHARACTERISTICS 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL 

PLACED 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL 

PLACED 

GROUP  DESCRIPTIONS 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

TOTAL 

483 

100 . 0% 

350 

100.0% 

101 

100.0% 

52 

100 . 0% 

GENDER 

MALE 

223 

46.2% 

167 

47.7% 

40 

39 . 6% 

18 

34.6% 

FEMALE 

260 

53 . 8% 

183 

52.3% 

61 

60.4% 

34 

65.4% 

AGE 

14  - 15 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

16  - 17 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

8 

7 . 9% 

2 

3.8% 

18  - 21 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

93 

92 . 1% 

50 

96.2% 

22  - 29 

161 

33.3% 

118 

33.7% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

30  - 44 

235 

48.7% 

172 

49.1% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

45  - 54 

75 

15.5% 

50 

14.3% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

55  AND  UP 

12 

2.5% 

10 

2.9% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

SCHOOL  DROP  OUTS 

47 

9.7% 

33 

9.4% 

30 

29.7% 

10 

19.2% 

RACE /ETHNIC  GROUP 

WHITE  (N.H.) 

136 

28.2% 

92 

26.3% 

7 

6.9% 

6 

11.5% 

BLACK  (N.H.) 

140 

29.0% 

91 

26.0% 

25 

24.8% 

9 

17.3% 

HISPANIC 

104 

21.5% 

86 

24.6% 

31 

30.7% 

24 

46.2% 

AM . IND . /ALAS . NAT. 

9 

1.9% 

4 

1.1% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

ASIAN/PACIFIC  ISL. 

94 

19.5% 

77 

22 . 0% 

38 

37.6% 

13 

25.0% 

(FILIPINO) 

7 

1.4% 

6 

1.7% 

6 

5.9% 

2 

3 . 8% 

(CHINESE) 

54 

11.2% 

44 

12.6% 

23 

22 . 8% 

9 

17.3% 

(JAPANESE) 

2 

0.4% 

2 

0.6% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(KOREAN) 

21 

4.3% 

20 

5.7% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  ASIAN) 

10 

2 . 1% 

5 

1.4% 

9 

8.9% 

2 

3.8% 

(OTHER  PACIF.) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

LIM.  ENG.  SPR.  ABIL. 

125 

25.9% 

97 

27.7% 

34 

33.7% 

13 

25.0% 

DISABLED 

51 

10.6% 

35 

10.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

EX-OFFENDERS 

50 

10.4% 

36 

10.3% 

3 

3.0% 

2 

3.8% 

SINGLE  PARENTS 

92 

19.0% 

61 

17.4% 

15 

14 . 9% 

7 

13.5% 

PUBLIC  ASST.  RECIPNT 

194 

40.2% 

121 

34.6% 

29 

28.7% 

13 

25.0% 

AFDC 

74 

15.3% 

44 

12.6% 

17 

16 . 8% 

5 

9.6% 

SSI/SSP 

21 

4.3% 

11 

3.1% 

4 

4 . 0% 

1 

1.9% 

GA/RCA 

100 

20.7% 

67 

19.1% 

10 

9 . 9% 

7 

13.5% 

FOOD  STAMP  RECIPNT 

195 

40.4% 

128 

36.6% 

32 

31.7% 

14 

26.9% 

TOTAL  VETERANS 

44 

9.1% 

30 

8.6% 

1 

1.0% 

0 

0.0% 

VIETNAM  ERA 

16 

3.3% 

11 

3 . 1% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

HOMELESS 

38 

7.9% 

27 

7.7% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

HARD-TO-SERVE  INDIV. 

422 

87.4% 

307 

87.7% 

98 

97.0% 

50 

96.2% 

ECON.  DISADVANTAGED 

480 

99.4% 

348 

99.4% 

99 

98.0% 

51 

98 . 1% 
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REPORT :CCR_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Oct  25  1996 

CUMULATIVE  CHARACTERISTICS  REPORT 
For  Newly-Enrolled  and  Placed  Participants 
For  All  JTPA  Subgrants 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


230-IIA  5%  OLDER  INDIVIDUAL 

110-II/C  5%  INCENTIVE 

CHARACTERISTICS 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL 

PLACED 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL 

PLACED 

GROUP  DESCRIPTIONS 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

TOTAL 

111 

100 . 0% 

88 

100.0% 

95 

100 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

GENDER 

'j 

MALE 

53 

47.7% 

47 

53.4% 

41 

43.2% 

0 

0.0%  j 

FEMALE 

58 

52.3% 

41 

46.6% 

54 

56.8% 

0 

0.0% 

AGE 

14  - 15 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

89 

93.7% 

0 

0.0% 

16  - 17 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

18  - 21 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

3 

3.2% 

0 

0.0% 

22  - 29 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

3 

3.2% 

0 

0.0% 

30  - 44 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

45  - 54 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

55  AND  UP 

111 

100.0% 

88 

100 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

SCHOOL  DROP  OUTS 

64 

57.7% 

58 

65.9% 

6 

6.3% 

0 

0.0% 

RACE /ETHNIC  GROUP 

WHITE  (N.H.) 

7 

6.3% 

5 

5.7% 

3 

3.2% 

0 

0.0% 

BLACK  (N.H.) 

1 

0.9% 

0 

0.0% 

55 

57.9% 

0 

0.0% 

HISPANIC 

4 

3.6% 

0 

0.0% 

15 

15.8% 

0 

0.0% 

AM . IND . /ALAS . NAT. 

1 

0.9% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

ASIAN/PACIFIC  ISL. 

98 

88.3% 

83 

94.3% 

22 

23.2% 

0 

0.0% 

(FILIPINO) 

14 

12 . 6% 

8 

9.1% 

1 

1.1% 

0 

0.0% 

(CHINESE) 

68 

61.3% 

63 

71.6% 

11 

11.6% 

0 

0.0% 

(JAPANESE) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(KOREAN) 

16 

14.4% 

12 

13.6% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  ASIAN) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

10 

10.5% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  PACIF.) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

LIM.  ENG.  SPR.  ABIL. 

82 

73.9% 

74 

84.1% 

4 

4.2% 

0 

0.0% 

DISABLED 

2 

1.8% 

1 

1.1% 

6 

6.3% 

0 

0.0% 

EX-OFFENDERS 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

4 

4.2% 

0 

0.0% 

SINGLE  PARENTS 

1 

0.9% 

1 

1.1% 

2 

2.1% 

0 

0.0% 

PUBLIC  ASST.  RECIPNT 

17 

15.3% 

10 

11.4% 

61 

64.2% 

0 

0.0% 

AFDC 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

56 

58.9% 

0 

0.0% 

SSI/SSP 

11 

9.9% 

7 

8.0% 

6 

6.3% 

0 

0.0% 

GA/RCA 

8 

7.2% 

5 

5.7% 

1 

1.1% 

0 

0.0% 

FOOD  STAMP  RECIPNT 

10 

9.0% 

5 

5.7% 

52 

54.7% 

0 

0.0% 

TOTAL  VETERANS 

7 

6.3% 

5 

5.7% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

VIETNAM  ERA 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

HOMELESS 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

1.1% 

0 

0.0% 

HARD-TO- SERVE  INDIV. 

101 

91.0% 

83 

94.3% 

91 

95.8% 

0 

0.0% 

ECON.  DISADVANTAGED 

111 

100.0% 

88 

100.0% 

94 

98.9% 

0 

0.0% 
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REPORT : CCR_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Oct  25  1996 

CUMULATIVE  CHARACTERISTICS  REPORT 
For  Newly-Enrolled  and  Placed  Participants 
For  All  JTPA  Subgrants 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


181-IIA/C  8%-50%  SECG/GAIN 

187-IIA/C  8%-30% 

SECG 

-AND 

CHARACTERISTICS 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL 

PLACED 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL 

PLACED 

GROUP  DESCRIPTIONS 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT  NUMBR 

PERCENT 

TOTAL 

39 

100 . 0% 

1 

100 . 0% 

49 

100 . 0% 

25 

100.0% 

GENDER 

MALE 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

34 

69.4% 

19 

76.0% 

FEMALE 

39 

100 . 0% 

1 

100.0% 

15 

30.6% 

6 

24.0% 

AGE 

14  - 15 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

16  - 17 

1 

2.6% 

0 

0 . 0% 

6 

12.2% 

1 

4.0% 

18  - 21 

11 

28.2% 

1 

100.0% 

20 

40 . 8% 

9 

36.0% 

22  - 29 

15 

38.5% 

0 

0 . 0% 

10 

20.4% 

6 

24 . 0% 

30  - 44 

11 

28.2% 

0 

0 . 0% 

10 

20.4% 

8 

32.0% 

45  - 54 

1 

2.6% 

0 

0.0% 

3 

6 . 1% 

1 

4.0% 

55  AND  UP 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

SCHOOL  DROP  OUTS 

29 

74.4% 

1 

100 . 0% 

18 

36.7% 

6 

24.0% 

RACE /ETHNIC  GROUP 

WHITE  (N.H.) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

8 

16.3% 

5 

20.0% 

BLACK  (N.H.) 

26 

66.7% 

0 

0.0% 

26 

53 . 1% 

12 

48.0% 

HISPANIC 

9 

23.1% 

0 

0.0% 

4 

8.2% 

2 

8.0% 

AM . IND . /ALAS . NAT. 

1 

2.6% 

1 

100.0% 

1 

2 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

ASIAN/PACIFIC  ISL. 

3 

7.7% 

0 

0.0% 

10 

20.4% 

6 

24 . 0% 

(FILIPINO) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

2 . 0% 

1 

4.0% 

(CHINESE) 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

6 

12.2% 

4 

16.0% 

(JAPANESE) 

1 

2.6% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(KOREAN) 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  ASIAN) 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

3 

6 . 1% 

1 

4 . 0% 

(OTHER  PACIF.) 

2 

5.1% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

LIM.  ENG.  SPR.  ABIL. 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

5 

10.2% 

4 

16.0% 

DISABLED 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

2 

4 . 1% 

1 

4 . 0% 

EX -OFFENDERS 

5 

12 . 8% 

0 

0.0% 

5 

10.2% 

4 

16.0% 

SINGLE  PARENTS 

38 

97.4% 

1 

100.0% 

13 

26.5% 

6 

24.0% 

PUBLIC  ASST.  RECIPNT 

39 

100.0% 

1 

100.0% 

27 

55.1% 

11 

44 . 0% 

AFDC 

39 

100.0% 

1 

100.0% 

18 

36.7% 

6 

24.0% 

SSI/SSP 

1 

2.6% 

0 

0.0% 

5 

10.2% 

1 

4 . 0% 

GA/RCA 

1 

2.6% 

0 

0.0% 

6 

12.2% 

4 

16.0% 

FOOD  STAMP  RECIPNT 

39 

100.0% 

1 

100 . 0% 

27 

55.1% 

13 

52.0% 

TOTAL  VETERANS 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

VIETNAM  ERA 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

HOMELESS 

1 

2.6% 

0 

0.0% 

2 

4 . 1% 

2 

8.0% 

HARD-TO-SERVE  INDIV. 

39 

100.0% 

1 

100.0% 

45 

91.8% 

23 

92.0% 

ECON.  DISADVANTAGED 

39 

100.0% 

1 

100.0% 

49 

100.0% 

25 

100.0% 
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REPORT : CCR_RPT  PR 

IVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

CUMULATIVE  CHARACTERISTICS  REPORT 
For  Newly- Enrol led  and  Placed  Participants 
For  All  JTPA  Subgrants 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 

Oct  25 

1996  i 

188-IIA/C  8%-30% 

SECG 

-JVS-LVN 

189-IIA/C  8%-30% 

SECG- 

STW 

CHARACTERISTICS 

NEWLY  ENTERED 

ALL 

PLACED 

NEWLY  ENTERED 

ALL  PLACED 

GROUP  DESCRIPTIONS 

NUMBR  PERCENT  NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR  PERCENT  NUMBR  PERCENT 

TOTAL 

14 

100 . 0% 

4 

100.0% 

25 

100 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

GENDER 

MALE 

1 

7.1% 

1 

25.0% 

9 

36.0% 

0 

0.0% 

FEMALE 

13 

92 . 9% 

3 

75.0% 

16 

64 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

AGE 

14  - 15 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

4 

16.0% 

0 

0.0% 

16  - 17 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

20 

80.0% 

0 

0.0% 

18  - 21 

2 

14.3% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

4.0% 

0 

0.0% 

22  - 29 

6 

42.9% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

30  - 44 

2 

14.3% 

1 

25.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

45  - 54 

4 

28.6% 

3 

75.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

55  AND  UP 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

SCHOOL  DROP  OUTS 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

RACE /ETHNIC  GROUP 

WHITE  (N.H.) 

14 

100 . 0% 

4 

100.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

BLACK  (N.H.) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

10 

40.0% 

0 

0.0% 

HISPANIC 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

5 

20 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

AM . IND  . /ALAS  . NAT. 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

ASIAN/PACIFIC  ISL. 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

10 

40.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(FILIPINO) 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

4 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

(CHINESE) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

7 

28.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(JAPANESE) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(KOREAN) 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  ASIAN) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

4.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  PACIF.) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

4 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

LIM.  ENG.  SPR.  ABIL. 

10 

71.4% 

1 

25.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

DISABLED 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

EX-OFFENDERS 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

SINGLE  PARENTS 

1 

7.1% 

1 

25.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

PUBLIC  ASST.  RECIPNT 

13 

92.9% 

4 

100.0% 

10 

40.0% 

0 

0.0% 

AFDC 

6 

42.9% 

2 

50.0% 

9 

36.0% 

0 

0.0% 

SSI/SSP 

1 

7.1% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

4.0% 

0 

0.0% 

GA/RCA 

6 

42.9% 

2 

50.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

FOOD  STAMP  RECIPNT 

12 

85.7% 

4 

100.0% 

10 

40.0% 

0 

0.0% 

TOTAL  VETERANS 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

VIETNAM  ERA 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

HOMELESS 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

HARD -TO -SERVE  INDIV. 

14 

100.0% 

4 

100.0% 

24 

96.0% 

0 

0.0% 

ECON.  DISADVANTAGED 

14 

100.0% 

4 

100.0% 

21 

84 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 
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REPORT : CCR_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Oct  25  1996 

CUMULATIVE  CHARACTERISTICS  REPORT 
For  Newly-Enrolled  and  Placed  Participants 
For  All  JTPA  Subgrants 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


515-III  60%  EDWAA  FA 

590-IIIA  40%  MIL.  BASE  CLOSUR 

CHARACTERISTICS 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL 

PLACED 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL 

PLACED 

GROUP  DESCRIPTIONS 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

TOTAL 

462 

100.0% 

209 

100.0% 

69 

100 . 0% 

23 

100.0% 

GENDER 

MALE 

136 

29.4% 

64 

30.6% 

33 

47.8% 

9 

39.1% 

FEMALE 

326 

70.6% 

145 

69.4% 

36 

52.2% 

14 

60.9% 

AGE 

14  - 15 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

16  - 17 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

18  - 21 

9 

1.9% 

5 

2.4% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

22  - 29 

62 

13.4% 

37 

17.7% 

3 

4 . 3% 

2 

8.7% 

30  - 44 

193 

41.8% 

88 

42.1% 

20 

29.0% 

6 

26.1% 

45  - 54 

129 

27.9% 

59 

28.2% 

32 

46.4% 

11 

47 . 8% 

55  AND  UP 

69 

14 . 9% 

20 

9.6% 

14 

20.3% 

4 

17.4% 

SCHOOL  DROP  OUTS 

61 

13.2% 

32 

15.3% 

1 

1.4% 

0 

0.0% 

RACE /ETHNIC  GROUP 

WHITE  (N.H.) 

145 

31.4% 

68 

32.5% 

22 

31.9% 

6 

26.1% 

BLACK  (N.H.) 

94 

20.3% 

38 

18.2% 

19 

27 . 5% 

5 

21.7% 

HISPANIC 

114 

24.7% 

67 

32.1% 

5 

7.2% 

3 

13.0% 

AM . IND . /ALAS . NAT. 

2 

0.4% 

2 

1.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

ASIAN/PACIFIC  ISL. 

107 

23.2% 

34 

16.3% 

23 

33.3% 

9 

39.1% 

(FILIPINO) 

34 

7.4% 

9 

4.3% 

13 

18.8% 

4 

17.4% 

(CHINESE) 

57 

12.3% 

19 

9.1% 

7 

10.1% 

3 

13.0% 

(JAPANESE) 

3 

0.6% 

1 

0.5% 

1 

1.4% 

1 

4.3% 

(KOREAN) 

3 

0.6% 

1 

0.5% 

1 

1.4% 

1 

4.3% 

(OTHER  ASIAN) 

8 

1.7% 

3 

1.4% 

1 

1.4% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  PACIF.) 

2 

0.4% 

1 

0.5% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

LIM.  ENG.  SPR.  ABIL. 

63 

13.6% 

31 

14.8% 

2 

2.9% 

1 

4.3% 

DISABLED 

7 

1.5% 

3 

1.4% 

4 

5 . 8% 

0 

0.0% 

EX-OFFENDERS 

30 

6.5% 

14 

6.7% 

2 

2 . 9% 

1 

4.3% 

SINGLE  PARENTS 

68 

14.7% 

35 

16.7% 

6 

8.7% 

2 

8.7% 

PUBLIC  ASST.  RECIPNT 

86 

18.6% 

39 

18.7% 

1 

1.4% 

0 

0.0% 

AFDC 

25 

5.4% 

12 

5.7% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

SSI/SSP 

7 

1.5% 

2 

1.0% 

1 

1.4% 

0 

0.0% 

GA/RCA 

55 

11.9% 

25 

12.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

FOOD  STAMP  RECIPNT 

80 

17.3% 

36 

17.2% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

TOTAL  VETERANS 

14 

3.0% 

4 

1.9% 

22 

31.9% 

5 

21.7% 

VIETNAM  ERA 

11 

2.4% 

4 

1.9% 

9 

13 . 0% 

3 

13.0% 

HOMELESS 

107 

23.2% 

60 

28.7% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

HARD-TO- SERVE  INDIV. 

191 

41.3% 

100 

47.8% 

5 

7.2% 

2 

8.7% 

ECON.  DISADVANTAGED 

235 

50. .9% 

114 

54.5% 

11 

15.9% 

4 

17.4% 
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REPORT : CCR_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC, 

CUMULATIVE  CHARACTERISTICS  REPORT 
For  Newly-Enrolled  and  Placed  Participants 
For  All  JTPA  Subgrants 
PERIOD:  07/01/1994  TO  06/30/1996 

Oct  25  1996  i 

561-IIIA  40%  LA  CONEXION/UN76 

CHARACTERISTICS 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL  PLACED 

GROUP  DESCRIPTIONS 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT 

TOTAL 

124 

100 . 0% 

79 

100.0% 

GENDER 

MALE 

28 

22.6% 

19 

24.1% 

FEMALE 

96 

77.4% 

60 

75.9% 

AGE 

14  - 15 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

16  - 17 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

18  - 21 

15 

12 . 1% 

10 

12.7% 

22  - 29 

32 

25.8% 

23 

29.1% 

30  - 44 

44 

35.5% 

27 

34.2% 

45  - 54 

27 

21.8% 

13 

16.5% 

55  AND  UP 

6 

4.8% 

6 

7.6% 

SCHOOL  DROP  OUTS 

13 

10.5% 

8 

10.1% 

RACE /ETHNIC  GROUP 

WHITE  (N.H.) 

10 

8 . 1% 

5 

6.3% 

BLACK  (N.H.) 

3 

2.4% 

1 

1.3% 

HISPANIC 

93 

75.0% 

59 

74.7% 

AM . IND . /ALAS . NAT. 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

ASIAN/PACIFIC  ISL. 

18 

14.5% 

14 

17.7% 

(FILIPINO) 

16 

12.9% 

12 

15.2% 

(CHINESE) 

2 

1.6% 

2 

2.5% 

(JAPANESE) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(KOREAN) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  ASIAN) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  PACIF.) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

LIM.  ENG.  SPR.  ABIL. 

28 

22.6% 

16 

20.3% 

DISABLED 

2 

1.6% 

2 

2.5% 

EX-OFFENDERS 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

SINGLE  PARENTS 

28 

22.6% 

18 

22.8% 

PUBLIC  ASST.  RECIPNT 

3 

2.4% 

0 

0.0% 

AFDC 

3 

2.4% 

0 

0.0% 

SSI/SSP 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

GA/RCA 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

FOOD  STAMP  RECIPNT 

6 

4.8% 

1 

1.3% 

TOTAL  VETERANS 

3 

2.4% 

2 

2.5% 

VIETNAM  ERA 

1 

0.8% 

1 

1.3% 

HOMELESS 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

HARD-TO- SERVE  INDIV. 

31 

25.0% 

17 

21.5% 

ECON.  DISADVANTAGED 

36 

29.0% 

20 

25.3% 

10 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 

MEMORANDUM 


TO:  ALL  COUNCIL  MEMBERS  DATE;  NOVEMBER  22,  1996 

MEMBERS,  PIC  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 
MEMBERS,  PIC  PLANNING  COMMITTEE 
ALL  PIC  SUBCONTRACTORS 

FROM:  STEVE  ARCELONA,  PRESIDENT  fiAj. PfrM 

SUBJECT:  DETAILED  SUMMARY  OF  THE  PIC’S  JOB  TRAINING  PARTNERSHIP  ACT  (JTPA) 

PROGRAM  STATISTICS  FOR  PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  (PY'95). 


This  report  is  an  attachment  to  the  executive  summary,  also  dated  today.  The  executive  summary  shows 
simply  how  many  JTPA  dollars  were  spent,  how  many  JTPA-eligible  persons  were  enrolled,  terminated, 
placed  and,  in  a format  similar  to  that  required  by  the  State,  what  their  planned  and  actual  characteristics 
were  in  each  of  the  eieven  separate  JTPA  programs  that  were  administered  by  the  PIC  in  Program  Year 
1995  (from  July  1995  to  June  1996).  That  summary  also  shows,  for  just  the  “Basic  JTPA  Title  IIA  77% 
Basic  Adult,  IIC  82%  Basic  Youth  Programs”,  and  the  Title  IMA  (60%-formula).  the  actual  compared  to 
standard  for  PY'95  performance. 

This  report  provides  added  details  to  those  data  contained  in  the  executive  summary.  The  report  is 
divided  into  the  following  four  color-coded  sections: 

• The  first  section  of  this  report  includes  an  alphabetized  list  of  the  names  of  the  Title  II  and  Title  III  PIC 
subcontractors,  cross-referenced  by  the  acronyms  used  for  each  of  those  organizations  in  the  rest  of 
this  report,  followed  by  generic  descriptions  of  those  organizations’  JTPA  programs  and  of  the  JTPA 
program  activities  (or  training  technologies)  within  which  those  various  programs  have  been  classified. 
The  various  sources  of  monies  used  from  sources  other  than  JTPA  in  these  programs  are  also 
described  on  the  last  page  of  this  section. 

• The  second  section  displays  both  actual  and  planned  data  for  selected  characteristics  of  PY'95 
enrollees  at  the  levels  of  individual  program  subparts  and  of  individual  PIC  subcontracts.  Planned 
figures  were  derived  from  each  PY'95  subcontract;  those  subcontract  figures  are  based  primarily,  but 
not  exclusively,  on  those  that  were  originally  proposed.  For  each  ‘Title  Total”,  the  sum  of  all  planned 
figures  from  the  subcontracts  should  approximate  the  corresponding  PY'95  enroliment  goal 
(expressed  as  a percentage  of  total)  originally  approved  by  the  Mayor  and  the  PIC.  The  database  for 
both  the  participants  and  terminees  contains  almost  twice  the  number  of  characteristics  displayed  in 
these  reports. 

• The  third  section  of  this  report  contains  the  basic  program  performance  and  benefit/cost  data  for 
individual  PIC  subcontractors,  for  individual  program  subparts,  and  where  appropriate,  for  different 
common  program  activities  (or  training  technologies)  within  the  program  subparts.  The  period 
reflected  for  these  data  is  fifteen  months,  which  incorporates  the  twelve  months  of  PY'95  (by  the  end 
of  which  all  training  was  generally  scheduled  to  be  completed)  and  the  ninety-day  period  following  the 
end  of  PY'95“Cost  Reimbursement”  subcontracts  during  which  subcontractors  could  attempt  to 
place  those  participants  who  completed  training  at  the  end  of  PY'95  in  jobs. 

Readers  should  exercise  caution  when  interpreting  the  “Type  of  Activity”  data  dispiayed  in  the 
heading  of  each  column  in  the  third  section  of  this  report.  Many  program  subcontracts  comprehend 
more  than  the  single  activity  displayed:  however,  this  report  only  displays  the  single  most  prominent 
activity  among  them.  In  addition,  the  definition  of  each  such  activity  in  the  second  section  of  this  report 
is  generic:  there  are  many  different  and  unique  applications  of  each. 


745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 


These  generally  undetectable  nuances  in  training  technologies  applied  can  produce  dramatically 
different  statistical  results  which,  if  not  acknowledged,  can  unnecessarily  mislead.  Readers  are 
advised,  therefore,  to  review  the  definitions  in  the  second  section  of  this  report  for  both  the  “PIC 
Subcontractor”  and  for  the  “Type  of  Activity”  displayed  in  the  heading  of  each  column  in  this  section 
for  a more  accurate  understanding  of  the  program  being  described  by  the  other  data  in  that  column. 

In  the  “expenditures”  section  of  this  report  form,  the  “total  budget”  figures  reflect  the  amount 
comprehended  in  that  subcontract  or  subgrant.  ‘Total  JTPA  expenditures”  reflect  the  total  monies 
spent  with  respect  to  that  subcontract  from  both  the  account  set  aside  for  the  subcontractor's 
payments  and  from  various  other  PIC  set  aside  accounts  related  to  that  subcontract. 

These  set  aside  accounts  are  for  OJT  subcontracts  developed  by  the  “prime”  subcontractor  and  for 
childcare,  medical,  and  transportation  services  provided  to  participants  in  the  subcontractor’s  program. 
As  a consequence,  for  some  subcontracts  the  amount  of  “total  JTPA  expenditures”  exceeds  the 
amount  of  the  “total  budget”. 

A dollar  amount  shown  in  the  “non-JTPA  expenditures”  line-item  indicates  that  expenses  were 
incurred  by  that  subcontractor  or  on  behalf  of  that  subcontractor’s  program  from  sources  other  than 
that  JTPA  Subcontract.  An  “NA”  indicates  that  the  Subcontractor  has  still  not  reported  the  amount  of 
those  expenses.  If  any,  incurred  from  sources  other  than  JTPA  for  the  subcontracted  program;  as  a 
result,  for  each  of  these  subcontractors,  the  PY'95  record  is  still  incomplete. 

• Benefit/Cost  Factors  are  relative  measures  having  little,  if  any,  intrinsic  value  of  their  own.  They  are 
computed  by  dividing  the  annualized  amount  of  wages  which  would  be  earned  in  all  of  the  recorded 
placements  for  that  subcontract,  by  the  total  amount  of  expenditures  within  the  period  for  which 
placements  were  recorded  for  that  subcontract. 

• The  fourth  section  contains  the  occupational  classification  data  for  all  job  placements  recorded  in  the 
fifteen-month  period;  the  data  are  broken-down  by  individual  program  subpart.  Altogether,  job 
placements  were  recorded  in  the  following  numbers  of  occupational  classifications  for  the  following 
program  subparts:  JTPA  Title  IIA-77%  Basic  Adult  program  (91  occupational  classifications);  JTPA  Title 
IIC-82%  Basic  Youth  programs  (21  occupational  classifications);  JTPA  Title  IIA-5%  Older  Individuals 
program  (17  occupational  classifications);  JTPA  Title  IIA/C-8%-30%  SECG-GAIN  program  (1 
occupational  classification);  JTPA  Title  IIA/C  8%-30%  Asian  Neighborhood  Design  School-to-Work 
project  (9  occupational  classifications);  Jewish  Vocational  Service  LVN  project  (1  occupational 
classification);  JTPA  Title  IMA  40%  Presidio  Military  Base  Closure  (Presidio)  program  (17  occupational 
classifications);  JTPA  Title  III  Formula  Allocation  program  (72  occupational  classifications),  and  JTPA 
Title  IIIA  La  Conexion  Familiar  and  Unocal  76  program  (34  occupational  classifications).  These  data  are 
in  an  order  by  the  number  of  placements  which  occurred  in  each  OES  occupational  classification. 

Special  cross-tabulations,  stratifications,  and  even  more  detailed  data  can  be  and  are  being  produced  from 

this  database  upon  request;  please  let  us  know  what  you  would  like  to  see. 

More  detailed  data  on  the  1996  JTPA  Title  MB  SYETP  (Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training  Program) 

will  be  published  shortly  along  with  a thorough,  written  evaluation  of  each  of  the  subcontracted  programs. 

Please  let  us  know  if  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  about  these  reports. 
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QUICK  CROSS-REFERENCE  LIST 


ACRONYM 

JTPA  TITLE  II  SUBCONTRACTORS  I 

AJ 

Arriba  Juntos 

AND 

Asian  Neighborhood  Design 

BAUL 

Bay  Area  Urban  League 

CACS 

Chinatown  American  Cooks  School 

CCSF 

Children’s  Council  of  San  Francisco 

CCSF/JAC 

City  College  of  San  Francisco-John  Adams  Campus 

CES 

Community  Educational  Services 

CET 

Center  for  Employment  T raining 

CROC 

Career  Resources  Development  Center 

CYC 

Chinatown  Youth  Center 

JVS 

Jewish  Vocational  Services 

KCI 

Korean  Center,  Inc. 

MHH/SOM 

Mission  Hiring  Hall/South  of  Market  Employment  Center 

MLVS 

Mission  Language  and  Vocational  School 

NCSL 

Northern  California  Service  League  | 

OMICA 

Oceanview,  Merced,  Ingleside  Community  Association  ' 

PHCDC 

Potrero  Hill  Community  Development  Corporation 

PIC 

Private  Industry  Council  of  San  Francisco,  Inc.  1 

PMC 

Public  Media  Center  ! 

REP 

Renaissance  Experience  Plus  i 

SFES 

San  Francisco  Educational  Services  i 

SFUSD 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  I 

SFVS 

San  Francisco  Vocational  Services  i 

SHE 

Self-Help  for  the  Elderly  | 

STP 

Swords  to  Plowshares 

TFS 

The  Family  School 

TBC 

Third  Baptist  Church  | 

VYDC 

Vietnamese  Youth  Development  Center  | 

ACRONYM 

JTPA  TITLE  III  SUBCONTRACTORS 

ACC 

Alameda  Computer  Center 

AJ/H 

Arriba  Juntos/Homeless 

BRYMAN 

Bryman  School 

CCA 

California  Culinary  Academy 

CEA 

Center  for  Electronic  Art 

CCSF/DT 

City  College  of  San  Francisco/Downtown  Campus 

CAI 

Computer  Arts  Institute  I 

CHP/H 

Community  Housing  Partnership/Homeless 

CT 

Clarity  Technologies 

EBI 

East  Bay  Institute  of  Business  and  Legal  Training  ! 

GAI 

Graphic  Arts  Institute 

GGSLT 

Golden  Gate  School  -Lock  Technology 

GLIDE/H 

Glide  Foundation/Homeless 

GWI/H 

Goodwill  Industries/Homeless 

HI 

Hospitality  Institute 

MCSF 

Management  College  of  San  Francisco 

NCSL/H 

Northern  California  Sen/ice  League/Homeless  i 

PLATT 

Platt  College  1 

SFCMS 

San  Francisco  College  of  Mortuary  Science  ; 

SFST 

San  Francisco  School  of  T ravel 
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SFSU 

San  Francisco  State  University 

Si 

Sequoia  Institute 

SVC 

Silicon  Valley  College 

UCB 

University  of  California  at  Berkeley 

USF 

University  of  San  Francisco 

WTI 

Western  Career  College/San  Leandro 
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This  section  describes  the  JTPA  subcontractors  for  which  PY'95  performance  data  are  presented  in 
Sections  3 and  4 of  this  report.  The  list  is  arranged  alphabetically  by  the  acronym  used  to  identify  the  JTPA 
subcontractor  in  the  statistical  tables  of  Section  3 (or  on  Quick  Cross-Reference  list  of  this  section, 
alphabetically  by  the  name  of  the  JTPA  subcontractor). 

Underneath  the  acronym  for  each  JTPA  subcontractor  listed,  the  entry  beginning  with  the  word  “Title” 
identifies  the  specific  JTPA  subgrant(s)  used  to  finance  that  or  those  subcontract(s)  in  PY'95.  Those 
different  JTPA  subgrants  are  described  in  item  #31  on  this  list. 

Unless  otherwise  indicated,  the  page  number  in  brackets  in  each  JTPA  subcontractor’s  description  refers 
to  the  page  number  of  Section  3 of  this  report  containing  the  PY’95  statistical  performance  data  for  that 
subcontract  or  subgrant. 

All  subcontract  and  subgrant  descriptions  are  those  which  were  in  force  on  July  1st  of  1995  (i.e.,  as 
originally  executed  or  as  modified). 


1. 

AJ 

Arriba  Juntos  ~ a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  IIA  77% 
Title  lie  82% 

[Pages  3 and  7]  AJ  provides  recruitment,  job  development,  low  support  and  non- 
reimbursable on-the-job  training  opportunities  in  clerical,  accounting  and  house- 
keeping occupations  to  economically  disadvantaged  persons  who  are  18  years 
and  older  with  no  specific  job  skills. 

Title  II A/C  8% 
GAIN 

[Page  14]  AJ  provides  basic  skills  and  occupational  classroom  training  to  S.F. 
GAIN  participants  who  are  22  years  and  older,  with  educational  abilities  between 
the  4th  and  8th  grade  and  then  train  them  to  be  Certified  Nursing  Assistance  in 
12  month  period. 

2. 

AND 

Asian  Neighborhood  Design  - a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  IIA  77% 
Title  lie  82% 
Title  II A/C  8% 
AND 

[Pages  2,  7 and  15]  AND  provides  recruitment,  occupational  classroom  training  in 
construction  and  cabinet  making  occupations,  and  job  development  for 
economically  disadvantaged  individuals  who  are  17  years  and  older  with 
emphasis  on  women  for  non-traditional  employment.  All  Title  IIA/C  8%  SECG 
participants  were  co-enrolled  with  IIA  77%  or  IIC  82%  program. 

3. 

BAUL 

Bay  Area  Urban  League  - a local  chapter  of  a national  service  organization. 

Title  IIA  77% 
(OJT&IR) 

[Pages  1 and  3]  BAUL  develops  low  support  and  non-reimbursable  on-the-job 
training  opportunities  in  administrative,  clerical,  and  services  occupations  and 
individual  referral  training  in  food  and  health  related  occupations  to  economically 
disadvantaged  residents  of  San  Francisco  who  are  22  years  and  older  who  are 
high  school  graduates  or  pass  a GED  and  have  limited  work  experience. 

4. 

CACS 

Chinatown  American  Cooks  School  --  a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  IIA  77% 

[Page  3]  CACS  provides  job  development  and  occupational  classroom  training 
for  food  and  beverage  preparation  and  service  industry  to  economically 
disadvantaged  residents  of  San  Francisco  who  are  22  years  or  older  with  limited 
or  no  previous  job  skills. 

5. 

CeSF 

Children’s  Council  of  San  Francisco  --  a local  community-based  organization 
designated  by  the  California  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  and  the  PIC  as 
the  “Child  Care  Resource  and  Referral  Agency”  for  San  Francisco  under  AB 
1162. 

All  Titles 

[Page  4]  CCSF  procures  and  subsidizes,  with  JTPA  funds,  quality  childcare 
services  for  parent-participants  with  children  in  any  JTPA  subgrant  and 
subcontract. 

6. 

CCSF/JAC 

City  College  of  San  Francisco  - John  Adams  Campus--  a local  educational 
institution 

Title  IIA  77% 

[Page  1]  CCSF/JAC  provides  recruitment  and  occupational  classroom  training  in 
computer  clerical,  accounting,  and  health-related  occupations  to  San  Francisco 
residents  who  are  over  22  years  of  age  and  with  a 10th  grade  educational  level. 
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7. 

CES 

Community  Educational  Services  --  a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  IIA  82% 

[Page  6]  CES  provides  recruitment,  occupational  English-as-a-Second 
Language  classroom  training  and  job  development  services  in  clerical  occu- 
pations for  limited  English-speaking  and  economically  disadvantaged  youths 
between  the  ages  of  18  and  21  with  no  work  experience. 

8. 

GET 

Center  for  Employment  Training  - a local  Community-base  Organization 

Title  IIA  77% 

[Page  2]  CET  provides  recruitment,  job  development,  occupational  classroom 
training  in  accounting,  bookkeeping,  building  maintenance  and  medical  assistant 
occupations  for  economically  disadvantaged  adults  age  22  or  older  with  limited 
job  skills. 

9. 

CROC 

Career  Resources  Development  Center  - a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  IIA  77% 

[Pages  1 and  6]  CROC  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational 

Title  lie  82% 

English-as-a-Second  Language  classroom  training  for  limited  English-speaking 

(IR  & OESL) 

and  economically  disadvantaged  residents  of  San  Francisco  in  clerical  and  health 
occupations  and  who  are  18  years  or  older  with  limited  or  no  clerical  skills.  Also 
provides  individual  referral  training  in  high  demand  occupations  including  non- 
traditional  jobs  for  women,  for  economically  disadvantaged  adults  who  are  18 
years  or  older. 

10. 

CYC 

Chinatown  Youth  Center  - a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  IIA  82% 

[Page  8]  CYC  provides  recruitment,  job  development  sen/ices,  low  support  on- 
the-job  training  for  economically  disadvantaged  youths  between  16  and  21  years 
of  age  in  clerical,  data  entry,  dental  assistance,  and  cooking  occupations. 

11. 

JVS 

Jewish  Vocational  Senrice  - a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  IIA  77% 

[Page  2]  JVS  provides  job  development  services,  low  support  on-the-job  training 

(OJT  & IR) 

in  technical  design  and  assembly  occupations  to  refugees  who  are  22  years  or 
older.  Also  provides  individual  referral  training  in  technical  or  professional 
occupations. 

Title  II A/C  8% 

[Page  16]  JVS  provides  recruitment,  job  development,  and  occupational 

JVS-LVN 

English-as-a  Second  Language  classroom  training  for  San  Franciscans  who  are 
18  years  of  age  or  older,  with  a special  emphasis  on  refugees  from  Soviet  Union 
for  employment  as  a Licensed  Vocational  Nurse  (LVN),  training  duration  is  seven 
(7)  months. 

12. 

KCI 

Korean  Center,  Inc.  --  a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  IIA  77% 

[Page  1]  KCI  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational  English- 
as-a-Second  Language  classroom  training  for  limited  English-speaking  and 
economically  disadvantaged  residents  of  San  Francisco,  in  clerical  occupations. 

Title  IIA  5%  01 P 

[Page  10]  KCI  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational  English- 
as-a-Second  Language  classroom  training  for  limited  English-speaking  and 
economically  disadvantaged  residents  of  San  Francisco,  who  are  fifty-five  (55) 
years  of  age  and  older  in  clerical  occupations. 

13. 

MHH/SOMEC 

Mission  Hiring  Hall/South  of  Market  Employment  Center  - a local  community 
based  organization. 

Title  IIA  77% 

[Pages  2 and  7]  MHH/SOMEC  provides  recruitment,  job  development,  and 

Title  lie  82% 

occupational  classroom  training  in  offset  printing  and  bindery  with  basic  math  and 
academic  remedial  to  economically  disadvantaged  residents  of  San  Francisco 
who  are  1 7 years  or  older. 

14. 

MLVS 

Mission  Language  & Vocational  School  - a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  IIA  77% 

[Pages  1 and  6]  MLVS  provides  recruitment,  occupational  English-as-a-Second 

Title  lie  82% 

Language  classroom  training  and  job  development  for  limited  English-speaking 
and  economically  disadvantaged  residents  of  San  Francisco  who  are  17  years  or 
older  in  general  clerical,  computer  terminal  operations,  word  processing,  typing 
and  secretarial  occupations. 

November  22,  1996 


SECTION  1 


15. 

N C S L Northern  California  Service  League  --  a local  community-based  organization 

Title  IIA  77% 

[Page  4]  NCS:  [rpvodes  recruitment,  job  development,  low  support  on-the-Job 
training  opportunities  in  clerical,  sales,  and  service  occupations  for  ex-offenders 
and  Black  males  who  are  economically  disadvantaged  adults  age  22  or  older  and 
long  term  unemployed  with  limited  opportunities  to  find  employment. 

16. 

OMICA  Oceanview,  Merced,  Ingleside  Community  Assoc.--  a local  community  based 

organization. 

Title  IIA  77% 
Title  lie  82% 

[Pages  4 and  8]  OMICA  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  on-the-job 
opportunities  in  clerical,  construction  and  truck  driving  occupations  to  residents 
of  Oceanview,  Merced,  Ingleside,  Hunter’s  Point  and  Visitacion  Valley 
communities,  who  are  16  to  24  years  old. 

17. 

OCT  Occupational  Classroom  T raining 

[Page  5]  one  of  the  common  PIC/JTPA  program  activities.  This  program  activity  is 
any  training  conducted  in  an  institutional  setting,  designed  to  provide  participants 
with  technical  skills  and  information  required  to  perform  a specific  job  or  group  of 
jobs.  In  several  cases,  basic  education  skills  will  also  be  provided  as  part  of  the 
curriculum.  (All  trainees  will  be  eligible  to  receive  a transportation  allowance  and 
child  care  assistance  while  receiving  training,  if  required.) 

Aggregated  financial  and  programmatic  data  for  all  subcontracts  are  listed  on 
pages  1 and  9 of  Section  3 for  the  program  year  1995  for  this  program  activity. 

18. 

0 E S L Occupational  and  English-as-a-Second  Language  Classroom  T raining 

[Page  5]  one  of  the  common  PIC/JTPA  program  activities.  This  program  activity  is 
any  training  conducted  in  an  institutional  setting,  designed  to  provide  participants 
who  are  limited  English-speaking  with  training  combining  English  language 
instruction  and  specific  occupational  skills  instruction.  (All  trainees  will  be  eligible 
to  receive  a transportation  allowance  and  child  care  assistance  while  receiving 
training,  if  required.) 

Aggregated  financial  and  programmatic  data  for  all  subcontracts  are  listed  on 
pages  2 and  9 of  Section  3 for  the  program  year  1 995  for  this  program  activity. 

19. 

0 J T On-the-Job  T raining 

[Page  5]  one  of  the  common  PIC/JTPA  program  activities.  This  program  activity  is 
any  training  conducted  in  a work  environment  on  a “hire-first,  train  later”  basis, 
designed  to  enable  individuals  to  learn  a bona  fide  skill  and/or  quality  for  a 
particular  occupation  through  demonstration  and  practice.  OJT  may  involve 
individuals  at  the  entry  level  of  employment.  Payment  to  employers  organized  for 
profit  is  only  made  for  the  cost  of  training,  and  supportive  services  which  are  over 
and  above  those  normally  provided  by  the  employer.  Direct  subsidization  of 
wages  for  participants  is  not  an  allowable  expenditure.  “Low-support*  OJT 
provides  only  On-the-Job  Training.  “High-Support”  OJT  provides  On-the-Job 
Training  plus  other  “Classroom  Training”  such  as  job-related  education,  English- 
as-a-Second  Language,  and  supportive  services. 

Aggregated  financial  and  programmatic  data  for  all  subcontracts  are  listed  on 
pages  2, 3,  and  9 of  Section  3 for  the  program  year  1995  for  this  program  activity. 

20 

PHCDC  Potrero  Hill  Community  Development  Corporation  - a local  community-based 

organization. 

Title  II A/C 
5%  Incentive 

[Page  12]  PHCDC  provides  basic  remedial  education  classroom  training  to 
improve  the  basic  literacy  skills  of  economically  disadvantaged  persons,  18  years 
and  older,  with  basic  skills  between  5th  and  8th  grades. 
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21. 

PIC 

Private  Industry  Council  of  San  Francisco,  Inc.  - a non-profit  organization. 

All  Titles 

[Page  4]  Aggregated  financial  data  for  PIC  Administration  and  Training.  PIC 
Administration  provides  overall  administrative  services  to  the  program  systems  for 
planning,  development,  monitoring,  contracting,  purchasing,  accounting,  data 
collection  and  reporting.  PIC  training  provides  overall  information  referral,  career 
counseling,  assessment,  testing,  job  development  and  some  job  placement  for 
applicant/walk-ins,  primarily  for  young  people  between  the  ages  of  16  and  24. 
The  budget  was  financed  under  all  JTPA  subgrants. 

22. 

PMC 

Public  Media  Center  --  a private  non-profit  public  relations  agency. 

All  Titles 

[Page  4]  PMC  provides  employer  outreach  for  all  the  PIC  programs.  It  specializes 
in  developing  and  marketing  promotional  materials  for  other  non-profit 
organizations. 

23. 

REP 

Renaissance  Experience  Plus  - a private  non-profit  organization. 

Title  IIA  5%  OIP 

[Page  10]  REP  provides  occupational  classroom  training  and  job  placement 
assistance  in  clerical,  sales,  and  service  occupations  for  individuals  fifty-five  (55) 
years  of  age  and  older  and  who  are  economically  disadvantaged. 

24. 

SFES 

San  Francisco  Educational  Services  ~ a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  lie  82% 

[Page  6]  SFES  provides  basic  skills  training  to  improve  the  literacy  skills  of  the  “at 
risk”  and  “high  risk”  youths  who  are  17  to  21  years  old  and  with  basic  reading  skills 
between  the  3rd  and  7th  grade  levels. 

25. 

SFUSD 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  - a local  educational  institution. 

Title  1 1 A/C  5% 
Incentive 

[Page  12]  SFUSD/STEP  and  PIC  provide  school  year  support  (SYS)  to  the 
JTPA/STEP  participants.  The  SYS  services  helps  the  participants  perform  better 
academically  and  socially  during  the  school  year.  The  SYS  are  usually  counseling 
and  tutoring  services.  Additional  academic  enrichment  and  work  experience  are 
provided  for  the  youths  for  two  summers  through  the  Summer  Youth 
Employment  & Training  Program. 

Title  1 1 A/C  8% 
SFUSD-STW 

[Page  17]  SFUSD  in  collaboration  with  the  Mayor’s  Youth  Employment  and 
Education  Program  provides  a school-to-work  training  program  for  San 
Francisco’s  in-school  youths  who  are  currently  in  the  9th  to  12th  grades  in  the 
SFUSD. 

26. 

SFVS 

San  Francisco  Vocational  Services  - a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  IIA  77% 
(OJT  & !R) 

[Page  3]  SFVS  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational 
classroom  training  in  clerical,  data  entry,  and  accounting  occupations  for  disabled 
residents  of  San  Francisco  who  are  22  years  and  older.  In  addition,  SFVS 
provides  job  development  and  low  support  on-the-job  training  in  clerical 
occupations  for  disabled  residents  who  are  22  years  or  older  with  limited  job  skills. 

27. 

SHE 

Self  Help  for  the  Elderly  - a local  community-based  organization 

Title  IIA  5%  OIP 

[Page  10]  SHE  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational  English- 
as-a-Second  Language  classroom  training  for  economically  disadvantaged 
persons  fifty-five  (55)  years  of  age  and  older  in  housekeeping  occupations. 

28. 

STP 

Swords  to  Plowshares  --  a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  IIA  77% 

[Page  3]  STP  provides  recruitment,  job  development,  low  support  and  non- 
reimbursable on-the-job  training  for  economically  disadvantaged  and 
unemployed  veterans  in  clerical,  housekeeping,  service,  machine  trade,  bench 
work  and  structural  work  occupations.  In  addition,  supportive  services  (e.g., 
emergency  housing,  food,  clothing,  mental  health,  job  readiness,  legal  and 
counseling)  are  provided. 
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29. 

TBC 

Title  HA  77%% 

Third  Baptist  Church  --  a local  community-based  organization 

[Page  2]  TBC  provides  individual  referral  training  in  food  and  health  related 

occupations  for  Black  adults  age  22  or  older  and  who  are  economically 

disadvantaged. 

30. 

TFS 

The  Family  School  - a local  community-based  organization. 

Title  1 1 A/C  8% 
GAIN 

[Page  14]  TFS  provides  basic  skills  and  computer  literacy  classroom  training  to 
improve  the  literacy  skills  of  S.F.  GAIN  participants  who  are  18  years  and  older  and 
with  educational  abilities  between  the  3rd  and  9th  grades. 

31. 

SUBGRANT 

TOTAL 

In  Section  3 immediately  following  the  columns  of  statistical  data  for  all  PIC 
subcontractors  and  for  the  portion  of  the  PIC  budget  financed  under  each 
separate  JTPA  subgrant  is  a summary  of  all  statistical  data  for  that  individual  JTPA 
subgrant.  The  individual  JTPA  subgrants  are: 

Title  HA  77% 

[Page  5]  This  is  the  basic,  year-round,  adult  (22  years  and  older)  program,  JTPA 
subgrant  the  allocation  for  which  the  Governor  is  required  by  law  to  allocate  to 
each  SDA  by  “statutory  formula.”  Period  of  subgrant:  07/01/95  - 06/30/96.  State 
subgrantor  agency:  EDD/JTPD. 

Title  HA  82% 

[Page  9]  This  is  the  basic,  year-round,  youth  (16  to  21  years  old)  program,  JTPA 
subgrant  the  allocation  for  which  the  Governor  is  required  by  law  to  allocate  to 
each  SDA  by  “statutory  formula.”  Period  of  subgrant:  07/01/95  - 06/30/96.  State 
subgrantor  agency:  EDD/JTPD. 

Title  HA  5%  OIP 

[Page  11]  This  is  a subgrant  from  one  of  the  “Governor’s  discretionary  22%  JTPA 
grants”  for  which  the  Governor  is  statutorily  required  to  develop  and  operate 
programs  serving  older  individuals  (OIP),  who  are  eligible  persons  aged  fifty-five 
(55)  years  or  older.  In  PY'94,  the  Governor  elected  to  allocate  monies  for  these 
subgrants  by  a special  formula.  Period  of  subgrant:  07/01/95  - 06/30/96.  State 
subgrantor  agency:  EDD/JTPD. 

Title  HA/C  5% 
Incentive 

[Page  13]  This  is  a subgrant  from  one  of  the  “Governor’s  discretionary  22%  JTPA 
grants”  for  which  the  Governor  is  statutorily  required  to  provide  incentives  or 
technical  assistance  to,  respectively,  SDAs  which  did  or  did  not  meet  their  JTPA 
performance  standards  in  the  previous  program  year.  Period  of  subgrant: 
07/01/95  - 06/30/96.  State  subgrantor  agency:  EDD/JTPD. 

Title  HA/C  8% 
SECG/GAIN 
and  Special 
Projects 

[Pages14,  15  and  17]  This  is  a subgrant  from  one  of  the  “Governor’s 
discretionary  22%  JTPA  grants”  for  which  the  Governor  is  statutorily  required  to 
develop  and  operate  programs  linking  JTPA  and  public  education  programs.  In 
PY'94  the  Governor  and  the  State  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  elected 
to  allocate  monies  for  these  subgrants  by  the  basic  “statutory  formula.”  In 
addition,  the  8%-30%  special  project  for  AND,  JVS,  and  SFUSD  included.  Period 
of  subgrant:  07/01/95  - 06/30/96.  State  subgrantor  agency:  Division  of 
Employment  Preparation,  State  Department  of  Education  (DEP/SDE). 

Title  HIA 
EDWAA 
60%  FA 

[Page  28]  These  are  the  “Economic  Dislocation  and  Worker’s  Adjustment 
Assistance”  programs  (includes  the  50%  formula  allocation  and  the  10%  funds 
for  the  worker  displaced)  for  non-economically  disadvantaged  individuals  who  are 
long-term  unemployed  and  homeless  or  unemployed  as  a result  of  plant  closures 
or  mass  layoffs.  The  PIC  provides  assessment,  classroom  training,  and 
individualized  referral  training.  Period  of  subgrant:  07/01/95-06/30/96.  State 
subgrantor  agency:  EDD/JTPD. 
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Title  IIIA 
40%  Base 
Closure  & 40% 
LCF/76 
Projects 

[Pages  29,  and  36]  These  are  the  “Economic  Dislocation  and  Workers 
Adjustment  Assistance  40%”  funds  for  special  projects.  The  PIC  provides 
services  for  the  civilian  workers  dislocated  as  a result  of  the  San  Francisco  military 
base  closures  and  the  mass  layoffs  from  U.S.  Sprint  “La  Conexion”  and  Unocal 
“76."  The  PIC  provides  rapid  response,  assessment  and  individual  referral 
training.  Period  of  subgrant  for  base  closures  was:  07/01/95-  06/30/96;  and  the 
period  of  the  subgrant  for  U.S.  Sprint  was:  07/01/94  - 12/31/96.  State 
subqrantor  agency:  EDD/JTPD. 

32. 

VYDC 

Vietnamese  Youth  Development  Center  - a local  community-based  organization 
sponsored  by  the  Glide  Foundation. 

Title  IIA  82% 

[Page  6]  VYDC  provides  recruitment,  job  development  and  occupational  English- 
as-a-Second  Language  classroom  training  for  limited  English-speaking  and 
economically  disadvantaged  Southeast  Asian  refugees  or  immigrant  youths 
hPtween  the  aaes  of  17  and  21  in  clerical  and  sales  occupations. 

OTHER  NECESSARY  DEFINITIONS 

Tvoe  of  Subcontract:  CRS  - Cost  Reimbursement  Subcontract 

SYS  - School  Year  Support  for  STEP  participants  only 

IR  - Individual  Referral  Subcontract 

IRJ  - Individual  Referral  On-the-Job  Training  Subcontract 

Type  of  Activity:  Please  see  items  #1 7,  #1 8,  and  #1 9 for  more  information. 
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SOURCES  OF  NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES  FOR  PY'95 


AJ 

Contributions  from  United  Way  and  SFDHS. 

AND 

Contributions  from  private  foundations. 

BAUL 

No  expenditures  reported  from  other  sources. 

CACS 

Contributions  from  the  State  Employment  Training  Panel,  general  funds,  MOCD,  and 
in-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

CCSF 

Did  not  submit  a non-JTPA  expenditure  report. 

CCSF/JAC 

In-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF  . 

CES 

Contributions  from  CES  general  funds. 

CROC 

In-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF  . 

GET 

No  expenditures  reported  from  sources  other  than  JTPA  monies. 

CYC 

Contributions  from  United  Way  . 

CHP/H 

Contributions  from  SFDHS  and  general  funds. 

GWI/H 

Contributions  from  general  funds. 

JVS 

Contributions  from  private  foundations. 

KCI 

In-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF  and  contributions  from  private  foundations 
and  NCOA. 

MHH/SOM 

In-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

MLVS 

Contributions  from  Community  Development  Block  Grant  and  in-kind  Instructional 
services  from  CCSF. 

NCSL 

Contributions  from  private  donors  and  United  Way. 

OMICA 

In-kind  services  from  private  companies  and  consultants. 

PHCDC 

In-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

PIC 

Contributions  from  private  corporations,  foundations,  and  from  PIC  general  funds. 

PMC 

Did  not  submit  a non-JTPA  expenditure  report. 

REP 

In-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

SFUSD/ 

STEP 

Contributions  from  Mayor's  Office  of  Children,  Youth  and  Their  Families  and  SFUSD 
funds. 

SFES 

No  expenditures  reported  from  sources  other  than  payments  of  JTPA  monies. 

SFVS 

In-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

SHE 

In-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

STP 

No  expenditures  reported  from  sources  other  than  payments  of  JTPA  monies. 

TFS 

Contributions  from  private  foundations  and  in-kind  instructional  services  from  CCSF. 

TBC 

Contribution  from  private  foundations. 

VYDC 

Contributions  from  general  funds. 
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• 15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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SECTION  3 


REPORT ; BCR_RPT 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO, 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  220  - IIA  77%  ADULT 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


Nov  15  1996 


A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR:  TBC  JVS  AND  MHH/SOM  CET 

AGENCY  # 160  168  104  107  116 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT  CRS  CRS  CRS  CRS  CRS  CRS 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY  IRO  IRQ  OCT  OCT  OCT  OCT 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA  15  months  15  months  15  months  15  months  15  months  15  months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 


TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 
ADMINISTRATION 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
DIRECT  TRAINING 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
TR.  RELATED  AND  PART . SUP . 

[PERCENT  {%)  OF  TOTAL] 
NON -JTPA  EXPENDITURES 


62,271 

3,334 

5% 

48,783 

78% 

10,154 

16% 

NA 


0% 

41,086 

58% 

29,407 

42% 

38,200 


66,212 

5,641 

9% 

54, 140 
82% 
6,431 
10% 
NA 


39,086 

3,450 

9% 

32,409 

83% 

3,227 


41, 095 
93% 
3,014 


C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 


TOTAL  SERVED /PLAN* 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

[ACT.  YOUTH/ACT . TOTAL  %] 
TOTAL  PLACED/ PLAN* 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 
OTHER  TERMINATIONS 
TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 
PLACEMENT  RATE 
POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 


18/17 

106% 


9/14 

64% 


50% 

83% 


17/17 

100% 


11/14 

79% 


65% 

94% 


23/23 

100% 


15/15 

100% 


15/15 

100% 


10/13 

77% 


65% 

70% 


67% 

87% 


11/9 

122% 


2/7 

29% 


18% 

27% 


23/2. 

105 


D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 


AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 
AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 


6.21 

34.61 


9 . 97 
42.27 


7.73 

37.67 


7.24 

37.00 


7.00 

30.00 


E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 


NUMBER  ON  JOB /TOTAL  CONTACTS 
RETENTION  RATE 


2/4 

50% 


4/8 

50% 


8/15 

53% 


6/8 

75% 


F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 


COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 


3,459 

6,919 


4,146 

6,408 


2,878 

4,414 


2,605 

3,908 


4,009 

22,054 


G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 


100% 

1.616 


100% 

3.420 


100% 

3.429 


94% 

3.564 


70% 

0.495 


15  months  Actual  Data  ®are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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SECTION  3 


REPORT : BCR_RPT 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO, 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  220  - IIA  77%  ADULT 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


Nov  15  1996 


PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

AGENCY  # 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 


CACS 

148 

CRS 

OCT 

15  months 


SFVS 

155 

CRS 

OCT 

15  months 


CRS 

OJT 

15  months 


BAUL 

105 

CRS 

OJT 

15  months 


STP 

159 

CRS 

OJT 

15  months 


B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 
ADMINISTRATION 

(PERCENT  {%)  OF  TOTAL] 
DIRECT  TRAINING 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
TR.  RELATED  AND  PART . SUP . 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 


85,820 

6,531 

8% 

65,840 

77% 

13,449 

16% 

187,405 


88,802 

5,666 

6% 

74,455 

84% 

8,681 

10% 

15,942 


160,759 

90% 

11,617 


67,127 

3,635 

5% 

62,347 

93% 

1,145 


196,212 

16,299 


C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED /PLAN* 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

[ACT.  YOUTH /ACT.  TOTAL  %] 
TOTAL  PLACED /PLAN* 
[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 
OTHER  TERMINATIONS 
TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 
PLACEMENT  RATE 
POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 


17/27 

63% 


24/24 

100% 


15/17 

88% 


36/36 

100% 


36/33 

109% 


100% 

100% 


27/44 

61% 


19/36 

53% 


14/18 

78% 


14/15 

93% 


100% 

100% 


32/60 

53% 


D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 


AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 
AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 


8.43 

37.76 


8.42' 

32.93 


7.96 

37.36 


8.61 

36.21 


8 . 52 
37.14 


7.57  I 
39.19  I 


E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 


NUMBER  ON  JOB /TOTAL  CONTACTS 
RETENTION  RATE 


17/29 

59% 


9/12 

75% 


10/13 

77% 


10/21  ; 
48% 


F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 


4,086 

5,048 


3,700 

5,920 


6,649 

9,449 


6,131 

9,343 


PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 
BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 


100% 

3.280 


100% 

3.844 


100% 

1.652 


15  months  Actual  Data  ; 


I compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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SECTION  3 


• 15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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SECTION  3 


REPORT: BCR  RPT 

PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  270  - IIC  82%  YOUTH 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 

— 

Nov  14  1996  , 

r 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR; 

AND 

MHH/SOM 

CACS 

YGCIC 

SFVS 

AJ 

AGENCY  # 

104 

107 

148 

149 

155 

102 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

OCT 

OCT 

OCT 

OCT 

OCT 

OJT 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

15  months 

IS  months 

15  months 

15  months 

15  months 

15  months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

87,300 

19,440 

1,  585 

12,018 

1,  246 

19,429 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

98,951 

14,927 

1,689 

12,018 

1,316 

23,651 

ADMINISTRATION 

7,350 

932 

162 

760 

68 

1,738 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

7% 

6% 

10% 

6% 

5% 

7% 

DIRECT  TRAINING 

75,338 

13,269 

1,369 

11,258 

1, 178 

21, 809 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

76% 

89% 

81% 

94% 

90% 

92% 

TR.  RELATED  AND  PART. SUP. 

16,263 

726 

1S8 

0 

70 

104 

[PERCENT  {%)  OF  TOTAL] 

16% 

5% 

9% 

0% 

5% 

0% 

NON-OTPA  EXPENDITURES 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4,117 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/ PLAN* 

26/24 

2/7 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4/6 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

108% 

29% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

67% 

[ACT.  YOUTH/ ACT.  TOTAL  %] 

100% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

100% 

TOTAL  PLACED/ PLAN* 

11/11 

2/6 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4/5 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

100% 

33% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

80%' 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

5 

0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

10 

0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

26 

2 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

42% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

100%  ' 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

62% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

100% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOTOLY  WAGE  AT  PLO«T 

7.83 

S.50 

NA 

NA 

NA 

7.69 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

37.73 

36.00 

NA 

NA 

NA 

37.50 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB /TOTAL  CONTACTS 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

RETENTION  RATE 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

-i 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

3,805 

7,463 

NA 

NA 

NA 

5,912 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

3,805 

7,463 

NA 

NA 

NA 

5,912 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

8,995 

7,463 

NA 

NA 

NA 

5,912 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

8,995 

7,463 

NA 

NA 

NA 

5,912 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

100% 

76% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

100% 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

1.707 

1.380 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2.536 

* 15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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SECTION  3 


REPORT: BCR  RPT 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO, 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  270  - IIC  82%  YOUTH 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


Nov  14  1996 


PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

AGENCY  # 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 


SUBGRANT 

999 

TITLE  IIC 
82%  YOUTH 
15  months 


SUB  ACTVY 

999 

CRS 


SUB  ACTVY 

999 

CRS 

OESL 

15  months 


SUB  ACTVY 

999 

CRS 

IRO 

15  months 


SUB  ACTVY 

999 

CRS 

OCT 

15  months 


SUB  ACTVY 

999 

CRS 

OJT 

15  months 


B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 
ADMINISTRATION 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
DIRECT  TRAINING 

[PERCENT  {%)  OF  TOTAL] 
TR.  RELATED  AND  PART . SUP . 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 


522,929 

124,191 

24% 

320,305 

61% 

78,433 

15% 

39,025 


4,961 

1,477 

30% 

2,646 

53% 

838 

17% 


172,771 

13,568 

8% 

135,275 

78% 

23,928 

14% 

34,908 


31,479 

1,278 

4% 

14,074 

45% 

16,127 

51% 

NA 


128,901 

9,272 

7% 

102,412 

79% 

17,217 

13% 

NA 


74,294 

6,547 


C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN* 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

[ACT.  YOUTH/ ACT.  TOTAL  %] 
TOTAL  PLACED /PLAN* 

[ACTUAL /PLAN  %] 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 
OTHER  TERMINATIONS 
TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 
PLACEMENT  RATE 
POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 


101/120 

84% 

100% 

52/83 

63% 

27 

21 

100 

52% 

79% 


50% 

100% 

0/1 


59/59 

100% 

100% 

30/41 

73% 

22 


7/10 

70% 

100% 

3/9 

33% 


43% 

43% 


28/31 

90% 

100% 

13/17 

76% 


6/18 
33% ; 
100% 
6/15 
40% 


100% 

100% 


D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 


AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 
AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 


6.93 

32.53 


6.49 

28.48 


8.00 

40.00 


7.47 

37.46 


7.71 

38.33 


E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 


NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 
RETENTION  RATE 


PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 


5,177 

5,177 


10,056 

10,056 


4,961 

4,961 


2,928 

2,928 


5,759 

5,759 


4,497 

4,497 


10,493 

10,493 


4,603 

4,603 


12,382 

12,382 


12,382 

12,382 


G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 


23% 

0.000 


99% 

1.669 


100% 

1.586 


96% 

1.467 


15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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* 15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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SECTION  3 


REPORT: BCR  RPT 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  II 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  181  - IIA/C  8%-50%  SECG/GAIN 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


Nov  14  1996 


PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

AGENCY  # 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 


AJ 

102 

CRS 

BRE 

15  months 


TFS 

192 

CRS 

BRE 

15  months 


CRS 

ADMIN/TRNG 
15  months 


CRS 

EMP  OUTRCH 
15  months 


SUBGRANT 

999 

TITLE  IIAC 
8%  GAIN 
IS  months 


B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 
ADMINISTRATION 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
DIRECT  TRAINING 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
TR.  RELATED  AND  PART. SUP. 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 


65,857 

5,579 


57,962 

88% 


105,562 

8,871 


96,691 

92% 


41, 368 
27,076 
65% 


14,292 

35% 


710 

100% 


213 ,497 
41,526 
19% 
154,653 
72% 
17,318 
8% 


C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED /PLAN* 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

[ACT.  YOUTH/ ACT.  TOTAL  %] 
TOTAL  PLACED/ PLAN* 

[ACTUAL /PLAN  %] 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 
OTHER  TERMINATIONS 
TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 
PLACEMENT  RATE 
POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 


17/17 

100% 


22/23 

96% 

55% 


39/40 

98% 

31% 


D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 


AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 
AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 


8.00 

35.00 


E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 


NUMBER  ON  JOB /TOTAL  CONTACTS 
RETENTION  RATE 


F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 


3,873 

INF 


4,798 

4,031 

5,717 

105,562 

48,383 

NA 


G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 


100% 

0.000 


100% 

0.138 


15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 


SEC'^ION  3 


REPORT : BCR_RPT 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/ COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  188  - IIA/C  8%-30%  SECG-JVS-LVN 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


Nov  14  1996 


PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

AGENCY  # 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 


CRS 

OCT 

15  months 


PIC 

100 

CRS 

ADMIN/TRNG 
15  months 


SUBGRANT 

999 

TITLE  IIAC 
8%  JVS/LVN 
15  months 


B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 
ADMINISTRATION 

[PERCENT  {%)  OF  TOTAL] 
DIRECT  TRAINING 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
TR.  RELATED  AND  PART. SUP. 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 


64,470 

100% 


6,251 
4, 768 
76% 


1,483 

24% 


64,470 

91% 

1,483 


C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN* 
[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

[ACT.  YOUTH/ ACT.  TOTAL  %] 
TOTAL  PLACED/ PLAN* 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 
OTHER  TERMINATIONS 
TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 
PLACEMENT  RATE 
POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 


14/20 

70% 

14% 

4/15 

27% 


14/20 

70% 

14% 

4/15 

27% 


D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 


AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 
AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 


14.51 

33.50 


14 . 51 
33.50 


E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 


NUMBER  ON  JOB /TOTAL  CONTACTS 
RETENTION  RATE 


F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 


4,605 

6,907 

4,221 

16,117 

NA 


5,051 

7,577 

4,630 

17,680 

NA 


G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 


15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 

16 


SECTION  3 


SECTION  ? 


* 15  months  Actual  Daca  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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SECTION  3 


REPORT : BCR_RPT 

PRIVATE  INDUS 
PROGRAM  Y 
Grant  C 
PERIOD 

TRY  COUNCIL  OF 
EAR  1995  BENEF 
ode:  515  - III 
: 07/01/1995  T 

SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 
IT/COST  REPORT 
60%  EDWAA  FA 
0 06/30/1996 

Nov  14  1996 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

CT 

SCE 

EBI 

GAI 

ACC 

CCSF/JAC 

AGENCY  # 

121 

124 

125 

126 

133 

134 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

10  months 

13  months 

15  months 

14  months 

15  months 

15  months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

9,142 

7,825 

7,144 

60,821 

10,561 

5,444 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

4,117 

2,823 

8,026 

48,336 

11,487 

703 

ADMINISTRATION 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

RETRAINING 

3,767 

2,510 

7,144 

47,680 

10,561 

703 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

91% 

89% 

89% 

99% 

92% 

100% 

BAS . READJ+TR . REL+PART . SUP . 

350 

313 

882 

656 

926 

0 

[PERCENT  {%)  OF  TOTAL] 

9% 

11% 

11% 

1% 

8% 

0% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTM.  SERVED/ PLAN* 

4/4 

3/3 

5/5 

12/12 

2/2 

2/2 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

[ACT.  YOUTH/ACT.  TOTAL  %] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

TOTAL  PLACED/ PLAN* 

1/1 

3/3 

2/2 

10/10 

0/0 

2/2 

[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

NA 

100% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

3 

0 

3 

2 

2 

0 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

4 

3 

5 

12 

2 

2 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

25% 

100% 

40% 

83% 

0% 

100% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

25% 

100% 

40% 

83% 

0% 

100% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

17.78 

10.50 

9.88 

16.55 

NA 

8 . 81 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

40.00 

40.00 

40.00 

38.80 

NA 

40.00 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

1/1 

2/2 

1/1 

6/7 

NA 

0/2 

RETENTION  RATE 

100% 

100% 

100% 

86% 

NA 

0% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

1,029 

941 

1,605 

4,028 

5,743 

351  1 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA' 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

1,029 

941 

1,605 

4,028 

5,743 

351 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

4,117 

941 

4,013 

4,833 

INF 

351 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

4,117 

941 

4,013 

4,833 

NA 

351 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

41% 

32% 

100% 

78% 

100% 

13% 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

8 . 983 

23.209 

5.118 

6 . 908 

0.000 

52 . 104 ; 

* 15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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REPORT : BCR_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Nov  14  1996 

PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  515  - III  60%  EDWAA  FA 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 
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SECTION  3 


15  months  Actual  Data  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 


SEC'^ION  3 


* 15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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SECTION  3 


REPORT : BCR_RPT 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/ COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  515  - III  60%  EDWAA  FA 
PERIOD;  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


Nov  14  1996' 


PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

AGENCY  # 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 


CRS 

IRO 

15  months 


AS 


201 

CRS 

IRO 

12  months 


CRS 

IRO 

8 months 


MBC 

205 

CRS 

IRO 

12  months 


ACE 

206 

CRS 

IRO 

10  months 


SSF  ) 
207  I 
CRS  I 
IRO 

15  months  ■ 


B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 


TOTAL  JTPA  EXPEiroiTURES 
ADMINISTRATION 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
RETRAINING 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
BAS . READJ+TR . REL+PART . SUP . 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 


0% 


30,521 

82% 

6,678 

18% 


2,705 

91% 

259 


8,793 

100% 


3,472 

95% 

174 


NA 


3,000 

100% 


o| 

3,651 

93| 


C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 


TOTAL  SERVED/ PLAN* 
[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

[ACT.  YOUTH/ ACT.  TOTAL  %] 
TOTAL  PLACED/ PLAN* 
[ACTUAL/PLAN  %] 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 
OTHER  TERMINATIONS 
TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 
PLACEMENT  RATE 
POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 


11/11 

100% 


2/2 

100% 


4/4 

100% 


1/1 

■100% 


7/7 

100% 


1/1 

100% 


1/1 

100% 


1/1 

100% 


100% 

100% 


1/1 

100% 


lOOf 


0^ 


D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 


AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 
AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 


10.64 

36.71 


12.50 

40.00 


12.50 

25.00 


6.00 

40.00 


JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 


NUMBER  ON  JOB /TOTAL  CONTACTS 
RETENTION  RATE 


1/1 

100% 


1/1 

100% 


F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 


COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 


3,646 

3,646 


3,000 

INF 


G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 


71% 

3.824 


98% 

8.772 


100% 

1.848 


75% 

3.423 


67% 

0.000 


15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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REPORT ; BCR_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Nov  14  1996 

PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  515  - III  60%  EDWAA  FA 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Plauined  Data 
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SECTION  3 


REPORT: BCR_RPT 

PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code : 515  - III  60%  EDWAA  FA 
PERIOD : 07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 

Nov  14  1996 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

PCCD/CA 

ZBC 

OLD 

LRNX 

CVC 

ARC 

AGENCY  # 

222 

223 

224 

227 

231 

232 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

13  months 

10  months 

10  months 

5 months 

6 months 

5 months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

1,  090 

2,983 

4,200 

1,250 

4,000 

1, 501 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

1,519 

3,122 

4,337 

1,080 

4 , 104 

1, 50( 

ADMINISTRATION 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

O' 

RETRAINING 

1,  090 

2,983 

4,200 

1,  080 

4,000 

1, 431 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

72% 

96% 

97% 

100% 

97% 

95! 

BAS . READJ+TR . REL+PART . SUP . 

429 

139 

137 

0 

104 

7( 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

28% 

4% 

3% 

0% 

3% 

5! 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Id 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMM^Y 

TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN* 

1/1 

1/1 

1/1 

1/1 

1/1 

1/1 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

1001 

[ACT.  YOUTH/ACT . TOTAL  %] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

01 

TOTAL  PLACED/ PLAN* 

1/1 

0/0 

1/1 

0/0 

0/0 

1/1 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

100% 

NA 

100% 

NA 

NA 

1001 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

c 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

c 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

] 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

100% 

0% 

100% 

0% 

NA 

1001 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

100% 

0% 

100% 

0% 

NA 

1001 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

10.00 

NA 

12.00 

NA 

NA 

15.00 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

40.00 

NA 

32.00 

NA 

NA 

40.00 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

NA 

NA 

1/1 

NA 

NA 

NA 

RETENTION  RATE 

NA 

NA 

100% 

NA 

NA 

NA 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

1,519 

3,122 

4,337 

1,080 

4,104 

1, 506 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

naI 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

1,  519 

3,122 

4,337 

1,080 

4,104 

1, 5061 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

1,519 

INF 

4,337 

INF 

INF 

1,506 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

1,  519 

NA 

4,337 

NA 

NA 

1, 506 

ll 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

100% 

100% 

100% 

86% 

100% 

961 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

13.693 

0.000 

4.604 

0.000 

0.000 

20.717 

15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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REPORT ; BCR_RPT 


Nov  14  1996 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  515  - III  60%  EDWAA  FA 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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SECTION  3 


REPORT : BCR_RPT 

PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  515  - III  60%  EDWAA  FA 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 

Nov  14  1996 

Rl 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR; 

CRDC 

CCSF/JAC 

MLVS 

SHE 

SFST 

CCSF/DT 

'J 

AGENCY  # 

111 

134 

137 

158 

185 

229 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

OCT 

OCT 

OCT 

OCT 

OCT 

OCT 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

15  months 

15  months 

15  months 

7 months 

15  months 

15  months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

151, 800 

142,521 

246,863 

5, 160 

7,125 

8,801 

1 

B, 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

147,703 

97,201 

257,082 

5,439 

7, 125 

1 

8,801 

ADMINISTRATION 

11,443 

2,653 

3 , 412 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

8% 

3% 

1% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

RETRAINING 

107,604 

66,792 

212,630 

5,160 

7,125 

8,801 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

73% 

69% 

83% 

95% 

100% 

100% 

BAS . READJ+TR . REL+PART . SUP . 

28,656 

27,756 

41,040 

279 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

19% 

29% 

16% 

5% 

0% 

0% 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

NA 

54,601 

NA 

401 

NA 

27,314 

1 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED /PLAN* 

54/54 

50/49 

60/59 

2/2 

1/1 

1 

17/25 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

100% 

102% 

102% 

100% 

100% 

68%  , 

[ACT.  YOUTH/ACT.  TOTAL  %] 

0% 

0% 

3% 

0% 

0% 

18% 

TOTAL  PLACED/ PLAN* 

16/36 

16/17 

23/27 

2/2 

1/1 

3/25 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

44% 

94% 

85% 

100% 

100% 

12% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

27 

15 

15 

0 

0 

14 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

43 

31 

38 

2 

1 

17 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

30% 

32% 

38% 

100% 

100% 

18% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

37% 

52% 

61% 

100% 

100% 

18% 

M 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

C 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

8.24 

11.27 

8.08 

6.30 

9.00 

1 

11.01 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

38.91 

37.88 

35.87 

25.00 

40.00 

40.00 

■ 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

£ 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

7/12 

9/12 

11/15 

0/1 

NA 

1 

1/3 

RETENTION  RATE 

58% 

75% 

73% 

0% 

NA 

33% 

-■ 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

1 

t 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

2,735 

1,944 

4,284 

2,719 

7,125 

517 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

6,096 

NA 

NA 

517 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

2,735 

1,944 

4,222 

2,719 

7,125 

517 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

9,231 

6,075 

11, 177 

2,719 

7,125 

2,933 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

6,096 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

9,231 

6,075 

11,661 

2,719 

7,125 

2,416 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

84% 

51% 

89% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

T 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

1.807 

3.653 

1.349 

3.009 

2 . 627 

7.806; 

£ 

L— ik 

* 15  months  Actual  Data  ire  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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SECTION  3 


REPORT : BCR_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Nov  14  1996 

PROGRAM  YEAR  1995a  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 


15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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SECTION  3 


REPORT :BCR_RPT 

PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1995a  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  590  - II lA  40%  MIL.  BASE  CLOSUR 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 

Nov  14  1996 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

OLD 

HIT 

CTLC 

WES 

AW 

CROC 

AGENCY  # 

224 

225 

226 

228 

230 

111 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

OCT 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

11  months 

10  months 

12  months 

8 months 

9 months 

15  months 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

4,000 

2,980 

4,630 

3,460 

5,155 

3,97! 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

4,000 

2,980 

4,630 

3,460 

5,155 

4,53« 

ADMINISTRATION 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 5! 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

81 

RETRAINING 

4,000 

2,980 

4,630 

3,460 

5,155 

3,33t 

[PERCENT  {%)  OF  TOTAL] 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

741 

BAS . READJ+TR . REL+PART . SUP . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

841 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

191 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

tQ 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 

TOTAL  SERVED/ PLAN* 

1/1 

1/1 

1/1 

1/1 

1/1 

6/1 

[ACTUAL /PLAN  %] 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

1501 

[ACT.  YOUTH/ ACT.  TOTAL  %] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

01 

TOTAL  PLACED/ PLAN* 

0/0 

1/1 

0/0 

1/1 

0/0 

1/2 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

NA 

100% 

NA 

100% 

NA 

331 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

5 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

i 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

0% 

100% 

0% 

100% 

NA 

171 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

0% 

100% 

0% 

100% 

NA 

171 

D.  QUM.ITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

13.00 

NA 

14.42 

NA 

9 .OC 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

NA 

40.00 

NA 

40.00 

NA 

35  .OC 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

NA 

1/1 

NA 

1/1 

NA 

0/1 

RETENTION  RATE 

NA 

100% 

NA 

100% 

NA 

01 1 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

1 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

4,000 

2,980 

4,630 

3,460 

5,155 

7S«| 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

4,000 

2,980 

4,630 

3,460 

5,155 

756 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

INF 

2,980 

INF 

3,460 

INF 

4, 536 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

NA 

2,980 

NA 

3,460 

NA 

4,536i 

|. 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

lOOll 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 

0.000 

9.074 

0.000 

8.669 

0.000 

3 .611 

* 15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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REPORT : BCR_RPT 

PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1994  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  SSI  - IIIA  40%  LA  CONEXION/UN76 
PERIOD:  07/01/1994  TO  06/30/1996 

Nov  14  1996 

A.  PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR: 

NT  I 

MCSF 

HI 

HBS 

SVC 

UCB 

AGENCY  # 

141 

14S 

150 

163 

169 

173  j 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS 

CRS  ^ 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO 

IRO  . 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA 

15  months 

15  months 

15  months 

15  months 

15  months 

IS  months  i 

' 

B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 

17, 112 

6,500 

6,995 

5,250 

18,300 

2,87^  1 

TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

17,562 

6,743 

7,404 

5,394 

20,750 

2,87^ 

ADMINISTRATION 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

oJ 

RETRAINING 

17,112 

6,500 

6,995 

5,150 

18,300 

2, 87S 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

97% 

96% 

94% 

95% 

88% 

100^ 

BAS . READJ+TR . REL+PART . SUP . 

450 

243 

409 

244 

2,450 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 

3% 

4% 

6% 

5% 

12% 

0%| 

NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

C.  ENROLLMENT/TERJMINATION  SUMMARY 

1 

TOTAL  SERVED/ PLAN* 

3/3 

1/1 

1/1 

1/1 

4/4 

! 

1/1 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

[ACT.  YOUTH/ACT.  TOTAL  %] 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

TOTAL  PLACED/ PLAN* 

2/2 

1/1 

0/0 

0/0 

4/4 

1/1 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

100% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

100% 

1001 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

OTHER  TERMINATIONS 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 

3 

1 

1 

1 

4 

1 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

67% 

100% 

0% 

0% 

100% 

100% 

POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 

67% 

100% 

0% 

0% 

100% 

100% 

D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 

AVR.  HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 

7.25 

13.00 

NA 

NA 

9.85 

8.50  1 

AVR.  HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 

40.00 

40.00 

NA 

NA 

40.00 

26.00 { 

E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 

1 

NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 

1/1 

1/1 

NA 

NA 

1/1 

1/1 

RETENTION  RATE 

100% 

100% 

NA 

NA 

100% 

100% 

F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 

5,854 

6,743 

7,404 

5,394 

5,187 

2,879 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

5,854 

6,743 

7,404 

5,394 

5,187 

2,879 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 

8,781 

6,743 

INF 

INF 

5,187 

2, 879 

YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

8,781 

6,743 

NA 

NA 

5,187 

2,879 

G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

100% 

100% 

100% 

98% 

100% 

100% 

H.  BENSFIT/COST  FACTOR 

1.717 

4.010 

0.000 

0.000 

3.947 

3. 992. 

* 15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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REPORT : BCR_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Nov  14  1996 

PROGRAM  YEAR  1994  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  561  - IIIA  40%  LA  CONEXION/UN76 
PERIOD:  07/01/1994  TO  06/30/1996 
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* 15  months  Actual  Data  ire  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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SECTION  4 


RIPORT; 

OES_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Oct  25  1996 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
Grant  Code:  220  - IIA  77%  ADULT 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 

0 E S 

OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 

PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
CLASS  OJT  OTHER  TOTAL 

199990 

MANAGERS  & ADMINISTRATORS,  NEC 

0 3 0 3 

211990 

FINANCIAL  SPECIALISTS,  NEC 

10  0 1 

221270 

COMPUTER  ENGINEERS 

0 4 0 4 

225050 

ELECTRICAL  AND  ELECTRONIC  ENGINEERING  TECHNICIANS  AND  TECHNOLOGISTS 

0 2 0 2 

225140 

DRAFTERS 

0 3 0 3 

225990 

ENGINEERING  AND  RELATED  TECHNICIANS  AND  TECHNOLOGISTS,  NEC 

0 10  1 

273020 

SOCIAL  WORKERS  - MEDICAL  AND  PSYCHIATRIC 

0 2 0 2 

273050 

SOCIAL  WORKERS  - EXCEPT  MEDICAL  AND  PSYCHIATRIC 

0 2 0 2 

283020 

LAW  CLERKS 

0 10  1 

315140 

VOCATIONAL  AND  EDUCATIONAL  COUNSELORS 

110  2 

315211 

INSTRUCTIONAL  AIDES 

4 2 0 6 

340320 

FILM  EDITORS 

10  0 1 

399990 

OTHER  PROFESSIONAL,  PARAPROFESSIONAL,  AND  TECHNICAL  WORKERS,  NEC 

0 2 0 2 

490050 

SALES  REPRESENTATIVES,  SCIENTIFIC  AND  RELATED  PRODUCTS  AND  SERVICES  - EXCEP 

0 2 0 2 

490112 

SALESPERSONS  - RETAIL  (EXCEPT  VEHICLE  SALES) 

10  0 1 

490210 

STOCK  CLERKS  - SALES  FLOOR 

12  0 3 

490230 

CASHIERS 

5 2 0 7 

490260 

TELEMARKEETER  NEWS  & ST  VENDORS  TEL  SOL, DOOR-TO-DOOR  SLS  WKR  & OTH  REL  WKRS 

2 2 0 4 

499990 

SALES  AND  RELATED  WORKERS,  NEC 

8 0 0 8 

510020 

1ST  LINE  SUPERVISORS  & MGR /SUPERVISORS -CLERICAL  & ADMIN.  SUPPORT  OCCUPATION 

110  2 

531020 

TELLERS 

5 10  6 

531050 

NEW  ACCOUNTS  CLERKS 

0 10  1 

531280 

BROKERAGE  CLERKS 

10  0 1 

535080 

BILL  AND  ACCOUNT  COLLECTORS 

0 10  1 

538020 

TRAVEL  CLERKS 

0 10  1 

538080 

HOTEL  DESK  CLERKS 

0 10  1 

551080 

SECRETARIES,  GENERAL 

4 3 0 7 

551990 

SECRETARIES,  NEC 

10  0 1 

553050 

RECEPTIONISTS  AND  INFORMATION  CLERKS 

15  8 0 23 

553210 

FILE  CLERKS 

7 0 0 7 

553230 

ORDER  CLERKS  - MATERIALS,  MERCHANDISE,  AND  SERVICE 

10  0 1 

553350 

CUSTOMER  SERVICE  REPRESENTATIVES  - UTILITIES 

4 0 0 4 

553380 

BOOKKEEPING,  ACCOUNTING,  AND  AUDITING  CLERKS,  INCLUDING  BOOKKEEPERS 

4 10  5 

553440 

BILLING,  COST,  AND  RATE  CLERKS 

10  0 1 

553470 

GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS 

47  5 0 52 

560020 

BILLING,  POSTING,  AND  CALCULATING  MACHINE  OPERATORS 

0 10  1 

560050 

DUPLICATING  MACHINE  OPERATORS 

13  0 4 

560080 

MAIL  MACHINE  OPERATORS  - PREPARATION  AND  HANDLING 

10  0 1 

560110 

COMPUTER  OPERATORS 

2 0 0 2 

560170 

DATA  ENTRY  KEYERS  - EXCEPT  COMPOSING 

6 0 0 6 

571020 

SWITCHBOARD  OPERATORS 

10  0 1 

573020 

MAIL  CLERKS  - EXCEPT  MAIL  MACHINE  OPERATORS  AND  POSTAL  SERVICE 

2 2 0 4 

573110 

MESSENGERS 

12  0 3 

580020 

DISPATCHERS  - POLICE,  FIRE,  AND  AMBULANCE 

0 10  1 

580230 

STOCK  CLERKS  - STOCKROOM,  WAREHOUSE,  STORAGE  YARD 

12  0 3 

580280 

TRAFFIC,  SHIPPING,  AND  RECEIVING  CLERKS 

0 2 0 2 

599990 

CLERICAL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SUPPORT  WORKERS,  NEC 

0 2 0 2 

630020 

FIRE  INSPECTORS 

0 2 0 2 

630470 

GUARDS  AND  WATCH  GUARDS 

2 13  0 15 
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SECTION  4 


REPORT : OES_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Oct  25  1996 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
Grant  Code:  220  - IIA  77%  ADULT 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


650020 
650050 
650080 
650170 
650210 
650280 
650380 
660050 
660080 
670020 
670050 
830050 
851320 
853020 
855990 
857230 
859230 
859260 
871020 
872020 
875020 
875050 
878990 
893110 
893140 
899080 
899210 
915020 
915050 
925100 
I 925190 
925410 
925430 
929980 
939050 
939560 
971020 
971050 
971170 
978080 
! 981020 

989990 


OCCUPATIONAL 


DESCRIPTIONS 


CLASS 


HOSTS  & HOSTESSES  - RESTAURANT,  LOUNGE  OR  COFFEE  SHOP 

BARTENDERS 

WAITERS  AND  WAITRESSES 

COUNTER  ATTENDANTS 

BAKERS  - BREAD  AND  PASTRY 

COOKS  - INSTITUTION  OR  CAFETERIA 

FOOD  PREPARATION  WORKERS 

MEDICAL  ASSISTANTS 

NURSE  AIDES 

MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS 

JANITORS  AND  CLEANERS  - EXCEPT  MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS 

PRODUCTION  INSPECTORS,  TESTERS,  GRADERS,  SORTERS,  SAMPLERS,  AND  WEIGHERS 

MAINTENANCE  REPAIRERS  - GENERAL  UTILITY 

AUTOMOTIVE  MECHANICS 

COMMUNICATIONS  EQUIPMENT  MECHANICS,  AND  REPAIRERS,  NEC 

ELECTRICAL  POWERLINE  INSTALLERS  AND  REPAIRERS 

LOCKSMITHS  AND  SAFE  REPAIRERS 

OFFICE  MACHINE  AND  CASH  REGISTER  SERVICERS 

CARPENTERS 

ELECTRICIANS 

PLUMBERS,  PIPEFITTERS,  AND  STEAMFITTERS 

PIPELAYING  FITTERS 

CONSTRUCTION  TRADES  WORKERS,  NEC 

CABINETMAKERS  AND  BENCH  CARPENTERS 

FXmNITURE  FINISHERS 

PATTERNMAKERS,  MODEL  MAKERS,  LAYOUT  WORKERS,  AND  CUTTERS  - PRECISION 

DENTAL  LABORATORY  TECHNICIAN- PRECISION 

NUMERICAL  CONTROL  MACHINE  TOOL  OPERATORS  AND  TENDERS  - METAL  AND  PLASTIC 

COMBINATION  MACHINE  TOOL  SETTERS,  AND  SET-UP  OPERATORS  - METAL  AND  PLASTIC.. 

PRINTING  PRESS  MACHINE  SETTERS  AND  SET-UP  OPERATORS 

PRINTING  PRESS  SETTERS  AND  SET-UP  OPERATORS,  NEC 

TYPESETTING  AND  COMPOSING  MACHINE  OPERATORS  AND  TENDERS 

PRINTING  PRESS  MACHINE  OPERATORS  AND  TENDERS 

MACHINE  OPERATORS  AND  TENDERS,  NEC 

ELECTRICAL  AND  ELECTRONIC  ASSEMBLERS 

ASSEMBLERS  AND  FABRICATORS  - EXCEPT  MACHINE/ELECTRICAL/ELECTRONIC/PRECISION. 

TRUCK  DRIVERS  - HEAVY  OR  TRACTOR  TRAILER 

TRUCK  DRIVERS,  LIGHT  - INCLUDE  DELIVERY  AND  ROUTE  WORKERS 

DRIVER/ SALES  WORKERS 

PARKING  LOT  ATTENDANTS 

MECHANIC  AND  REPAIRER  HELPERS 

HELPERS,  LABORERS,  AND  MATERIAL  MOVERS,  HAND,  NEC 


TOTAL 


214 


PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 


OJT  OTHER  TOTAL 


0 0 1 

0 0 1 

0 0 2 

10  1 

0 0 1 

0 0 15 

10  2 

10  1 

2 0 17 

4 0 4 

3 0 4 

3 0 4 

0 0 2 

0 0 2 

0 0 1 

10  1 

0 0 2 

10  1 

0 0 2 

10  9 

10  1 

10  1 

3 0 3 

0 0 7 

0 0 1 

10  1 

10  1 

10  1 

2 0 2 

0 0 8 

0 0 1 

0 0 1 

0 0 1 

10  1 

10  1 

5 0 6 

10  4 

3 0 6 

3 0 3 

2 0 2 

10  1 

7 0 8 


136  0 350  t 

1 
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SECTION  4 

REPORT :OES_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Oct  25  1996 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
Grant  Code:  270  - IIC  82*  YOUTH 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 

OES 

OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 

PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

CLASS  OJT  OTHER  TOTAL 

130140 

315211 

490112 

490230 

490260 

531020 

553050 

553210 

553350 

553380 

553470 

580230 

660020 

790300 

857280 

871020 

872020 

893110 

893140 

925100 

987990 

ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  MANAGERS 

INSTRUCTIONAL  AIDES 

SALESPERSONS  - RETAIL  (EXCEPT  VEHICLE  SALES) 

CASHIERS 

TELEMARKEETER  NEWS  & ST  VENDORS  TEL  SOL, DOOR-TO-DOOR  SLS  WKR  k OTH  REL  WKRS 

TELLERS 

RECEPTIONISTS  AND  INFORMATION  CLERKS 

FILE  CLERICS 

CnJSTOMER  SERVICE  REPRESENTATIVES  - UTILITIES 

BOOKKEEPING,  ACCOUNTING,  AND  AUDITING  CLERKS,  INCLUDING  BOOKKEEPERS 

GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS 

0 10  1 

0 10  1 

2 0 0 2 

3 0 0 3 

10  0 1 

3 10  4 

4 10  5 

3 10  4 

10  0 1 

10  0 1 

9 1 0 10 

10  0 1 

2 0 0 2 

10  0 1 

10  0 1 

4 0 0 4 

2 0 0 2 

5 0 0 5 

10  0 1 

10  0 1 

10  0 1 

STOCK  CLERKS  - STOCKROOM,  WAREHOUSE,  STORAGE  YARD 

DENTAL  ASSISTANTS 

GARDENERS  AND  GROUNDSKEEPERS,  EXCEPT  FARM 

ELECTRICAL  INSTALLERS  AND  REPAIRERS  - TRANSPORTATICW  EQUIPMENT 

CARPENTERS 

ELECTRICIANS 

CABINETMAKERS  AND  BENCH  CARPENTERS 

FURNITURE  FINISHERS 

PRINTING  PRESS  MACHINE  SETTERS  AND  SET-UP  OPERATORS 

FREIGHT,  STOCK,  AND  MATERIAL  MOVERS,  HAND,  NEC 

TOTAL 

46  6 0 52 
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SECTION  4 


REPORT : OES_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Oct  25  1996 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
Grant  Code:  230  - IIA  5%  OLDER  INDIVIDUAL 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 


OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 


CLASS 


399990 

490112 

490230 

499990 

538050 

551080 

553050 

553210 

553380 

553470 

560050 

580230 

630470 

650350 

650380 

670020 

670050 


OTHER  PROFESSIONAL,  PARAPROFESSIONAL,  AND  TECHNICAL  WORKERS,  NEC 

SALESPERSONS  - RETAIL  (EXCEPT  VEHICLE  SALES) 

CASHIERS 

SALES  AND  RELATED  WORKERS,  NEC 

RESERVATION  AND  TRANSPORTATION  TICKET  AGENTS 

SECRETARIES,  GENERAL 

receptionists  and  information  clerks 

FILE  CLERKS 

BOOKKEEPING,  ACCOUNTING,  AND  AUDITING  CLERKS,  INCLUDING  BOOKKEEPERS 

GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS 

DUPLICATING  MACHINE  OPERATORS 

STOCK  CLERKS  - STOCKRO<»4,  WAREHOUSE,  STORAGE  YARD 

-GUARDS  AND  WATCH  GUARDS 

COOKS  - SHORT  ORDER 

FOOD  PREPARATION  WORKERS 

MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS 

JANITORS  AND  CLEANERS  - EXCEPT  MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS 


TOTAL 


88 


OJT  OTHER  TOTAL 


0 0 1 

0 0 1 

0 0 2 

0 0 3 I 

0 0 2 j 

0 0 2 ’ 

0 0 1 I 

0 0 1 ‘ 

0 0 1 

0 0 4 

0 0 1 ' 

0 Oil 

0 0 2 

0 0 1 

0 0 3 

0 0 58 

0 0 4 


0 0 88 


SECTION  4 


lEPORT:OES_RPT 


PRIVATE  INDOSTRY  CODNCIL  OP  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
Grant  Code;  181  - IIA/C  8%-50%  SECG/GAIN 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


Oct  25  1996 


OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 


PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 


CLASS  OJT  OTHER  TOTAL 


TELEMARKEETER  NEWS  & ST  VENDORS  TEL  SOL, DOOR-TO-DOOR  SLS  WKR  k OTH  REL  WKRS . 
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SECTION  4 


REPORT : OES_RPT 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
Grant  Code:  187  - IIA/C  8%-30%  SECG-AND 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


Oct  25  1996 


OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 


PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 


CLASS  OJT  OTHER  TOTAL 


315211 

580230 

650050 

670050 

851320 

871020 

893110 

893140 

971050 


INSTRUCTIONAL  AIDES 

STOCK  CLERKS  - STOCKROOM,  WAREHOUSE,  STORAGE  YARD 

BARTENDERS 

JANITORS  AND  CLEANERS  - EXCEPT  MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS. 

MAINTENANCE  REPAIRERS  - GENERAL  UTILITY 

CARPENTERS 

CABINETMAKERS  AND  BENCH  CARPENTERS 

FURNITURE  FINISHERS 

TRUCK  DRIVERS,  LIGHT  - INCLUDE  DELIVERY  AND  ROUTE  WORKERS 


6 


SECTION  4 

£PORT 

OES  RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Oct  25  X996 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
Grant  Code:  188  - IIA/C  8%-30%  SECG-JVS-LVN 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 

1 E S 

OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 

PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

CLASS  OJT  OTHER  TOTAL 

25050 

LICENSED  VOCATIONAL  NURSES 

4 0 0 4 

TOTAL 

4 0 0 4 
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SECTION  4 

REPORT : 

OES_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

Oct  25 

1996 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

Grant  Code:  515  - III  60%  EDWAA  FA 

PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 

PROCTAM  ACTIVITY 

0 E S 

OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 

CLASS 

OJT 

OTHER  TOTAL 

1300S0 

PERSONNEL,  TRAINING,  AND  LABOR  RELATIONS  MANAGERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

130110 

MARKETING,  ADVERTISING,  AND  PUBLIC  RELATIONS  MANAGERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

199990 

MANAGERS  & ADMINISTRATORS,  NEC 

2 

0 

0 

2 

211060 

LOAN  OFFICERS  AND  COUNSELORS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

215110 

PERSONNEL,  TRAINING,  AND  LABOR  RELATIONS  SPECIALISTS 

2 

0 

0 

2 

219990 

MANAGEMENT  SUPPORT  WORKERS,  NEC 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

225050 

ELECTRICAL  AND  ELECTRONIC  ENGINEERING  TECHNICIANS  AND  TECHNOLOGISTS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

225140 

DRAFTERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

251050 

COMPUTER  PROGRAMMERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

273080 

HUMAN  SERVICE  WORKERS 

0 

3 

0 

3 

313050 

TEACHERS  - ELEMENTARY  SCHOOL 

1 

0 

0 

1 

340350 

ARTISTS  AND  RELATED  WORKERS 

5 

0 

0 

5 

340380 

DESIGNERS,  EXCEPT  INTERIOR  DESIGNERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

390110 

FUNERAL  DIRECTORS  AND  MORTICIANS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

399990 

OTHER  PROFESSIONAL,  PARAPROFESSIONAL,  AND  TECHNICAL  WORKERS,  NEC 

2 

0 

0 

2 

410020 

FIRST  LINE  SUPERVISORS  & MANAGER/ SUPERVISORS  - SALES  & RELATED  OCCUPATIONS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

490080 

SALES  REPRESENTATIVES  - EXCEPT  SCIENTIFIC  AND  RELATED  PRODUCTS  AND  SERVICES 

1 

0 

0 

1 

490110 

SALESPERSONS  - RETAIL 

1 

0 

0 

1 1 

490112 

SALESPERSONS  - RETAIL  (EXCEPT  VEHICLE  SALES) 

9 

0 

0 

9 1 

490230 

CASHIERS 

3 

0 

0 

3 1 

499990 

SALES  AND  RELATED  WORKERS,  NEC 

2 

0 

0 

531050 

NEW  ACCOUNTS  CLERKS 

2 

0 

0 

531280 

BROKERAGE  CLERKS 

1 

0 

0 

1 { 

538020 

TRAVEL  CLERKS 

1 

0 

0 

1 i 

538080 

HOTEL  DESK  CLERKS 

0 

5 

0 

5 

551050 

SECRETARIES,  MEDICAL 

2 

0 

0 

1 

2 

551080 

SECRETARIES,  GENERAL 

4 

0 

0 

4 

553050 

RECEPTIONISTS  AND  INFORMATICMI  CLERKS 

4 

0 

0 

4 

553140 

PERSONNEL  CLERKS  - EXCEPT  PAYROLL  AND  TIMEKEEPING 

2 

0 

0 

2 

553210 

FILE  CLERKS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

553230 

ORDER  CLERKS  - MATERIALS,  MERCHANDISE,  AND  SERVICE 

2 

0 

0 

2 

553350 

CUSTOMER  SERVICE  REPRESENTATIVES  - UTILITIES 

1 

0 

0 

1 

553380 

BOOKKEEPING,  ACCOUNTING,  AND  AUDITING  CLERKS,  INCLUDING  BOOKKEEPERS 

6 

0 

0 

6 

553470 

GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS 

6 

0 

0 

6 

560170 

DATA  ENTRY  KEYERS  - EXCEPT  COMPOSING 

4 

0 

0 

4 

573020 

MAIL  CLERKS  - EXCEPT  MAIL  MACHINE  OPERATORS  AND  POSTAL  SERVICE 

1 

0 

0 

1 

573080 

POSTAL  SERVICE  CLERKS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

573110 

MESSENGERS 

0 

1 

0 

1 

580080 

PRODUCTION,  PLANNING,  AND  EXPEDITING  CLERKS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

650380 

FOOD  PREPARATION  WORKERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

660020 

DENTAL  ASSISTANTS 

4 

0 

0 

4 

660050 

MEDICAL  ASSISTANTS : . . 

17 

0 

0 

17 

660080 

NtmSE  AIDES 

32 

0 

0 

32 

660110 

HOME  HEALTH  CARE  WORKERS 

5 

0 

0 

5 

670020 

MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS 

3 

0 

0 

3 

670050' 

JANITORS  AND  CLEANERS  - EXCEPT  MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

680050 

HAIRDRESSERS,  HAIRSTYLISTS,  AND  COSMETOLOGISTS 

6 

0 

0 

6 
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REPORT :OES_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  CODNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Oct  25  1996 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 
Grant  Code;  SIS  - III  60%  EDWAA  FA 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


OES 

OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 

PROGRAM 

ACTIVITY 

CLASS 

OJT 

OTHER  TOTAL 

1 

0 

0 

1 

699990 

MISCELLANEOUS  SERVICE  WORKERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

790050 

NURSERY  WORKERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

851320 

MAINTENANCE  REPAIRERS  - GENERAL  UTILITY 

1 

0 

0 

1 

853020 

AUTOMOTIVE  MECHANICS 

3 

0 

0 

3 

857050 

DATA  PROCESSING  EQUIPMENT  REPAIRERS 

2 

0 

0 

2 

857080 

ELECTRONIC  HOME  ENTERTAINMENT  EQUIPMENT  REPAIRERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

874020 

PAINTERS,  PAPERHANGERS  - CONSTRUCTION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

1 

0 

0 

1 

878990 

CONSTRUCTION  TRADES  WORKERS,  NEC 

3 

1 

0 

4 

891230 

JEWELERS  AND  SILVERSMITHS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

895170 

PRESSERS  - DELICATE  FABRICS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

897070 

ELECTRONIC  PAGINATION  SYSTEM  OPERATORS 

2 

0 

0 

2 , 

897990 

PRINTING  WORKERS,  PRECISICMl,  NEC 

2 

0 

0 

2 1 

925120 

OFFSET  LITHOGRAPHIC  PRESS  SETTERS  AND  SET-UP  OPERATORS 

2 

0 

0 

2 

925430 

PRINTING  PRESS  MACHINE  OPERATORS  AND  TENDERS 

2 

0 

0 

2 

927170 

SEWING  MACHINE  OPERATORS  - GARMENT 

8 

0 

0 

8 

939280 

PORTABLE  MACHINE  CUTTERS 

2 

0 

0 

2 

939560 

ASSEMBLERS  AND  FABRICATORS  - EXCEPT  MACHINE/ELBCTRICAL/BLBCTR(MIC/PRBCISI(»f 

2 

0 

0 

2 

971020 

TRUCK  DRIVERS  - HEAVY  OR  TRACTOR  TRAILER 

9 

0 

0 

9 

971050 

TRUCK  DRIVERS,  LIGHT  - INCLUDE  DELIVERY  AND  ROUTE  WORKERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

971170 

DRIVER/SALES  WORKERS 

2 

1 

0 

3 

985020 

MACHINE  FEEDERS  AND  OFFBEARERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

989990 

HELPERS,  LABORERS,  AND  MATERIAL  MOVERS,  HAND,  NEC 

0 

1 

0 

1 

TOTAL 

197 

12 

0 

209 

I 
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SECTION  4 

REPORT- 

OES  RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

Oct  25 

1996 

PLACEMENT  BY  OES  CODE  OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTION  AND  BY  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY 

Grant  Code:  561  - IIIA  40%  LA  CONEXION/UN76 

PERIOD:  07/01/1994  TO  06/30/1996 

PROGRAM 

ACTIVITY 

OCCUPATIONAL  DESCRIPTIONS 

CLASS 

OJT 

OTHER  TOTAL 

221270 

COCPUTER  ENGINEERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

283020 

LAW  CLERKS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

225110 

PHYSICIAN'S  ASSISTANTS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

130080 

SALES  AGENTS  - REAL  ESTATE 

1 

0 

0 

1 

190230 

CASHIERS 

2 

0 

0 

2 

190260 

TELEMARKEETER  NEWS  & ST  VENDORS  TEL  SOL, DOOR-TO-DOOR  SLS  WKR  & OTH  REL  WKRS 

12 

0 

0 

12 

531020 

TELLERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

531230 

ADJUSTMENT  CLERKS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

538020 

TRAVEL  CLERKS 

0 

1 

0 

1 

538050 

RESERVATION  AND  TRANSPORTATION  TICKET  AGENTS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

551080 

SECRETARIES,  GENERAL 

2 

0 

0 

2 

553050 

RECEPTIONISTS  AND  INFORMATION  CLERKS 

6 

0 

0 

6 

553080 

TYPISTS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

553210 

FILE  CLERKS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

553350 

CUSTOMER  SERVICE  REPRESENTATIVES  - UTILITIES 

4 

0 

0 

4 

553380 

BOOKKEEPING,  ACCOUNTING,  AMD  AUDITING  CLERKS,  INCLUDING  BOOKKEEPERS 

2 

0 

0 

2 

553440 

BILLING,  COST,  AND  RATE  CLERKS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

553470 

GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS 

11 

0 

0 

11 

560080 

MAIL  MACHINE  OPERATORS  - PREPARATICMI  AND  HANDLING 

2 

0 

0 

2 

560170 

DATA  ENTRY  KBYERS  - EXCEPT  COMPOSING 

3 

0 

0 

3 

560990 

OFFICE  MACHINE  OPERATORS,  NBC 

1 

0 

0 

1 

I573O8O 

POSTAL  SERVICE  CLERKS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

599990 

CLERICAL  AND  AW4INISTRATIVB  SUPPORT  WORKERS,  NBC 

1 

0 

0 

1 

650080 

WAITERS  AND  WAITRESSES 

1 

0 

0 

1 

650110 

FOOD  SERVERS  - OUTSIDE 

1 

0 

0 

1 

650380 

FOOD  PREPARATICMJ  WORKERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

660050 

MEDICAL  ASSISTANTS 

6 

0 

0 

6 

660080 

NURSE  AIDES 

6 

0 

0 

6 

660110 

HOME  HEALTH  CARE  WORKERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

670050 

JANITORS  AND  CLEANERS  - EXCEPT  MAIDS  AMD  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

680080 

MANICURISTS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

680380 

CHILD  CARE  WORKERS 

1 

0 

0 

1 

851320 

MAINTENANCE  REPAIRERS  - GENERAL  UTILITY 

1 

0 

0 

1 

857170 

ELECTRONICS  REPAIRERS  - COMMERCIAL  AMD  INDUSTRIAL  EQUIPMENT 

1 

0 

0 

1 

TOTAL 

78 

1 

0 

79 

11 


f 

ff.^0 

■/s/n 

TO: 

FROM: 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 
* of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 

MEMORANDUM 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

DEC  0 6 1996 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


DATE:  (DECEMBERS,  1996 


SUBJECT:  GRAPHICS  TO  EXPLAIN  AND  EVALUATE  SOME  OF  THE  PROGRAM  STATISTICS  IN 

THE  NOVEMBER  22ND  “PY’95  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT” 

Attached  are  three  different  sets  of  graphics  that  are  intended  to  facilitate  explanations  and  evaluations  of 
the  program  statistics  in  the  November  22nd  “PY’95  Benefit/Cost  Report”  that  relate  to  those  aspects  of 
San  Francisco’s  PY’95  JTPA  Programs  that  are  within  the  purview  of  the  Evaluation  Committee,  as 
described  in  the  Bylaws  of  the  Private  Industry  Council  of  San  Francisco. 

Other  data  in  the  November  22nd  report  will  be  examined  by  the  Planning  Committee  in  relation  to  other 
aspects  of  San  Francisco’s  PY’95  JTPA  Programs  (including,  but  not  necessarily  limited  to,  performance 
by  individual  PIC  Subcontractors)  that  are  within  its  purview,  as  described  in  the  Council’s  Bylaws.  It  is 
unlikely  that  those  data  can  be  as  readily  depicted  graphically  as  are  the  attached  data. 

The  graphic  displays  are  subdivided  into  the  following  subsets: 

• data  on  “eligible  individuals”  (pages  1-4)  who  were  originally  intended  (in  the  enrollment  goals 
approved  for  San  Francisco’s  PY’94-’95  Job  Training  Plan)  to  be  recruited  and  enrolled,  on  those  who 
were  targeted  to  be  recruited  and  enrolled  in  the  PIC’s  various  subcontracts,  and  on  those  who  were 
actually  recruited  and  enrolled  by  all  subcontractors  in  PY’95; 

• data  on  various  “benefit/cost  and  other  performance  measures”  (pages  5-6)  that  (in  addition  to  the 
standards  specified  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor)  represent  aggregate  efforts  and  results  to  train  and 
place  “eligible  individuals”  actually  enrolled  for  opportunities  in  the  industries  and  occupations  in  which 
“job  placements”  were  actually  recorded. 

• data  on  the  “industries,  occupations,  and  jobs”  (pages  7-9)  for  which  training  and  placement  services 
were  originally  intended  to  be  designed  in  San  Francisco’s  PY’94-’95  Job  Training  Plan  and  on  those 
that  were  actually  addressed  in  PY’95;  and 

As  discussion  of  these  graphics  should  illustrate,  the  inter-relationships  between  each  of  these  subsets 
should  facilitate  the  Committee’s  understandings  and  consideration  of  many  of  the  issues  posed  earlier 
for  the  PY’97  Modification  of  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan. 

Representatives  of  the  staffs  of  the  PIC  and  of  its  subcontractors  will  be  available  to  answer  as  many 
questions  as  possible  in  beginning  to  evaluate  PY’95  performance  for  purposes  of  PY’97  planning. 


cc:  PIC,  Mayor’s,  and  SFDHS  Staffs 
PIC  Subcontractors 

Attachments  (9  pages) 


745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 
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PY'95  Participant  Characteristics  - ll-A  77%  Adult 


Females 

Males 

Ages,  22-54 
Ages,  55+ 

Am.lnd./Alask.Nat.  (NH) 
Asian/Pacific  Islanders 
• [Chinese] 

• [Filipino] 
• [Japanese] 

• [Korean] 
• [Other  Asian] 

• [Other  Pacilican] 
Blacks  (NH) 
Hispanic  (MAPI) 
Whites  (NH) 


Public  Asst.  Recipient 
• [AFDC  Recip.] 
•[SSIRecip.] 
•[GA/RCARec.] 
Food  Stamp  Rec. 
Disabled 
Homeless 
Hard-To-Serve  Adults 
• [School  Dropouts] 
Ltd.  English  Proficient 
Vetera 
Black  Male 
Reading  < 7th  Grade 
Math  < 7th  Grade 
Basic  Skills  Deficient 
Women  in  Non-trad. 


Participant  Characteristics: 

Title  ll-A  77%  Basic  Adult 

7/95-6/96 


□ PY'94-'95  Goals 

□ PIC  Subcontracts  (n  = 558) 

■ Actual  Enrollments  (n  = 483) 


r( 


Source:  PIC,  'Program  Statistics  for  Program  Year  1995'  (Benefit/Cost)  reports.  Nov.  22. 1996. 
1%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90% 


PY'95  Participant  Characteristics  - ll-A  5%  Older  Individuals 


PY‘95  Participant  Characteristics  - ll-C  82%  Youth 


Ages,  16-21 

Am.lnd./Alask.Nat.  (NH) 
Asian/Pacific  Islanders 
• [Chinese] 

• [Filipino] 
• [Japanese] 

• [Korean] 
• [Other  Asian] 

• [Other  Pacifican] 
Blacks  (NH) 
Hispanic  (NAPI) 
Whites  (NH) 
Others  (NH) 


Participant  Characteristics: 

Title  ll-C  82%  Basic  Youth 

7/95-6/96 


□ PY'94-'95  Goals 

□ PIC  Subcontracts  (n  = 1 1 8) 
■ Actual  Enrollments  (n  = 101) 


Public  Asst.  Recipient 

• [AFDC  Recip.] 

• [SSI  Recip.]  Sifi, 

• [GA/RCA  Rec.] 

Food  Stamp  Rec. 

Disabled 
Homeless 
Hard-To-Serve  Youths 
• [School  Dropouts] 

Ltd.  English  Proficient 
Veterans 
Black  Male 
Reading  < 7th  Grade 
Math  < 7th  Grade 
Basic  Skills  Deficient 
Ex-offender 
Women  in  Non-trad. 


Source:  PIC.  'Program  Statistics  for  Program  Year  1995'  (Benefit/Cost)  reports,  Nov.  22, 1996. 

30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100% 

Pages 


PY'95  Participant  Characteristics  - ll-A/C  8%  GAIN 


Females 

Males 

Ages,  16-21 
Ages,  22-54 

Am.lnd./Alask.Nat.  (NH) 
AsianyPacific  Islanders 
• [Chinese] 

• [Filipino] 

• [Japanese] 

• [Korean] 
• [Other  Asian] 

• [Other  Pacifican] 
Blacks  (NH) 
Hispanic  (MAPI) 
Whites  (NH) 

Public  Asst.  Recipient 
•[AFDC  Recip.] 

• [SSI  Recip.] 
• [GA/RCA  Rec.] 
Food  Stamp  Rec. 

Disabled 
Homeless 
Hard-To-Serve  Adults 
Hard-To-Serve  Youths 
• [School  Dropouts] 
Ltd.  English  Proficient 
Reading  < 7th  Grade 
Math  < 7th  Grade 
Basic  Skills  Deficient 


0% 

0%  I 

F 

I 

33% 

Participant  Characteristics: 

Title  ll-A/C  8%  GAIN 

7/95  - 6/96 


□ PY-94--95  Goals 

□ PIC  Subcontracts  (n  = 40) 

■ Actual  Enrollments  (n  = 39) 


•^^68% 


Source:  PIC,  "Program  Statistics  for  Program  Year  1995"  (Benefit/Cost)  reports,  Nov.  22. 1996. 


40% 

Page  4 


^88\ 

H87% 

90% 


PY'95  Benefit/Cost  Measures  - All  JTPA  Programs 


Job  Training  Partnership  Act 

ll-A  77%  Adult 

ll-A5%OIP 

1 ll-C  82%  Youth  1 

ll-A/C5%lnc. 

i ll-A/C  8%  GAIN 

III  60%  Formula 

Cost  per  Participant  Served 

5,395 

3,519 

5,177 

1,309 

5,474 

4,879 

Cost  per  Participant  Placed 

7,446 

4,439 

10,056 

213,497 

10,787 

Avg.  Hourly  Wage  @ Placement 

8.18 

6.70 

6.93 

8.00 

9.91 

Avg.  Hours/Week  @ Placement 

36.6 

25.4 

32.5 

35.0 

36.2 

Placement  Rate 

72% 

79% 

52% 

3% 

45% 

Positive  Termination  Rate 

85% 

94% 

79% 

1% 

46% 

56% 

Retention  Rate 

62% 

51% 

66% 

Benefit/Cost  Factor 

2.090 

1.992 

1.165 

0.068 

1.731 

s Cost  per  Participant  Piaced 
□ Cost  per  Participant  Served 


-Cost  per  Participant  ServedrCost^ppr  Participant  Piaced 

Off  Scale 


$10,056 


$5,177 


$1,309 


X 


$5,474 


$10,787 

HI 


J $4 


III  Dislocated  Wkrs. 


s Avg.  Hours/Week  @ Placement 
□ Avg.  Hourly  Wage  @ Placement 


-^Houriy  Wage  At  Placement,  Hours  per  Week 


J <6.93  I 


100% 

75% 

50% 

25% 

0% 


85% 


-Piacement  Rate,  Positive  Termination  RaterRetention  Rato 


□ Retention  Rate 

Q Positive  Termination  Rate 

□ Placement  Rate  46% 


Benefit/Cost  Factor 


,>■;  2,090 

1.992 

t 

= Annualized  Wages  Earned  bv  Participants  Placed 
Total  Program  Expenditures 


An  arbitrary  measure  ol  return  on  investment 
(Larger  numbers  are  better) 


Source:  PIC,  'Program  Statistics  for  Program  Year  1995'  (Benefit/Cost)  reports,  Nov.  22, 1996. 
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PY'95  Benefit/Cost  Measures:  Homeless  Programs  vs  Title  III  Overall 


Title  III  60%  Formula  Allocated: 
Homeless  Programs  vs  Overall 

Arriba  Juntos 
(OESL) 

Goodwill  Ind. 
(IR) 

Glide  Found. 
(IR) 

No.  Calif.  Svc. 
League  (IR) 

No.  Calif.  Svc. 
League  (OJT) 

Comm.  Hous. 
Part.  (OJT) 

Overall  Title  111 
(All  activities) 

Cost  per  Participant  Served 

5,121 

9,293 

6,392 

5,853 

4,510 

9,359 

4,879 

Cost  per  Participant  Placed 

6,518 

22,304 

16,920 

11,707 

6,765 

10,529 

10,787 

Avg.  Hourly  Wage  @ Placement 

7.33 

9.85 

8.86 

8.34 

8.58 

7.80 

9.91 

Avg.  Hours/Week  @ Placement 

33.6 

35.0 

36.4 

37.5 

38.8 

28.8 

36.2 

Placement  Rate 

79% 

42% 

38% 

50% 

67% 

89% 

45% 

Positive  Termination  Rate 

79% 

45% 

44% 

57% 

67% 

89% 

56% 

Retention  Rate 

80% 

67% 

55% 

N/A 

0% 

33% 

66% 

Benefit/Cost  Factor 

1.965 

0.804 

0.992 

1.389 

2.556 

1.107 

1.731 

AJ(OESL)  GWI/H(IR)  GL/H{IR)  NCSL/H(IR)  NCSL/H(OJT)  CHP/H(OJT)  AllTiMelll 
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PY'95  JTPA  Placement  by  Occupation 


Page? 


PY'95  JTPA  Placement  by  Industry  Division 


Occupational  Employment  Statistics  (OES  - 7 industry  divisions): 

Occup. 

Classroom 

Training 

On-Job- 

Training 

Grand  Total 

Managers  and  Administrative  Occupations 

4 

4 

8 

Professional,  Paraprofessional,  and  Technical  Occupations 

38 

24 

62 

Sales  & Related  Occupations 

63 

8 

71 

Clerical  & Administrative  Support  Occupations 

230 

49 

279 

Service  Occupations 

208 

27 

235 

Agricultural,  Forestry,  Fishing,  and  Related  Occupations 

3 

0 

3 

Production,  Construction,  Operating,  Maintenance,  and  Material  Handling  Occupations 

130 

43 

173 

Grand  Total 

676 

155 

831 

Prof.,  Paraprof.,  & 
Technical 
7% 


JTPA  Placement  Occupations 

7/95-6/96 


Mgrs.  & 
Admin. 


Prof., 

Paraprof.,  & 
Technical 


Sales  & 
Related 


Pages 


PY'95  JTPA  Placements  vs  '92-'99  Occupational  Projections 

10  20  30 


Percentage  Change,  1992-1999 
(lighter,  thicker  bars) 


These  occupations,  according 
to  EDD,  will  shrink  between 
1992  and  1999. 


a- 


SALESPERSONS  - RETAIL(NON-VEHICLE) 

CASHIERS 

TELEMARKETERS,  SOLICITORS  & RELATE 
SALES  AND  RELATED  WORKERS,  NEC 
TELLERS 

SECRETARIES,  GENERAL 

RECEPTIONISTS,  INFORMATION  CLERKS 

FILE  CLERKS 


CUSTOMER  SERVICE  REPS  -UTILITIES 


BOOKKEEPING,  ACCOUNTING  CLERKS 


DATA  ENTRY  KEYERS-EX  COMPOSING 
GUARDS  AND  WATCH  GUARDS 


PY'95  JTPA 
Placements 
vs 

1992-1999 

Projected 

Occupational 

Change 


PY'95  JTPA  Placements 
(darker,  thinner  bars) 


JTPA  Placements 


‘ GENERAL  OFFICE  CLERKS 


COOKS-INSTITUTION  OR  CAFETERIA 
MEDICAL  ASSISTANTS 

NURSE  AIDES,  ORDERLIES,  ATTENDANTS 
MAIDS  AND  HOUSEKEEPING  CLEANERS 
JANITORS,  CLEANERS-EXCEPT  MAIDS 
CARPENTERS 
ELECTRICIANS 

CABINETMAKERS  AND  BENCH  CARPENTERS 
TRUCK  DRIVERS,  HEAVY 


25 


50 


75 


100 


Page  9 
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^PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 
of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 

* DRAFT^INUTES  OF  THE 
EVALUATIjJHXDMMlTTEE  MEETING 
CfeCEMBER  5,  1990 


DEC  2 6 1996 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Present:  Leslie  Luttgens,  Steve  Arcelona,  John  Cammidge,  Brenda  Cochrane,  John  Dewes, 

Tom  Evans,  Natalie  Lopes,  Carol  Piasente,  Michael  Wald 

Absent:  Gary  Fitschen,  Frederick  Jordan,  Sue  Lee,  Maurice  Miller,  Brian  Murphy. 

Meeting  called  to  order  by  Leslie  Luttgens  at  9:40  a.m. 

Moved  by  Tom  Evans  and  seconded  by  John  Cammidge  to  adopt  the  agenda. 


Speakers:  None 

Ayes:  Steve  Arcelona,  John  Cammidge,  Brenda  Cochrane,  John  Dewes,  Tom  Evans, 

Natalie  Lopes,  Carol  Piasente,  Michael  Wald 
Nays:  None 

Abstentions:  None 


Moved  by  Maurice  Miller  and  seconded  by  John  Cammidge  to  approve  minutes  of  the  August  24, 
1995  meeting  of  the  Evaluation  Committee. 

Speakers:  None 

Ayes:  Steve  Arcelona,  John  Cammidge,  Brenda  Cochrane,  John  Dewes,  Tom  Evans, 

Natalie  Lopes,  Carol  Piasente,  Michael  Wald 
Nays:  None 

Abstentions:  None 


The  Committee  discussed  the  materials  distributed  by  the  PIC  staff  regarding  issues  to  be 
considered  in  planning  for  the  PY’97  JTPA  employment  and  training  programs.  Public  testimony 
from  those  present  at  the  meeting  was  heard  by  the  Committee  members. 

The  meeting  was  recessed  at  1 1:40  a.m.  The  Committee  will  reconvene  on  Thursday,  December 
19,  1996. 


745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 
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PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

^ of^San  Francisco,  Inc. 

NOTICE  of  a PUBLIC  MEETING 
of  the 

EVALUATION  AND  PLANNING  COMMITTEES 


Documents  dept. 

Non  3/996 

SAN  FRANCiSCr 

^blic  library 


Public  testimony  on  agenda  items  as  authorized  by  the  Committee  chairman  throughout  the  meeting 


, DATE; 

ThursdavC^cember  19,  19^6^ 

TIME: 

9:30  - 11:30  a.m. 

LOCATION: 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 

33  Gough  Street 

Auditorium 

^Agenda 

1 . Adoption  of  agenda  * 

2.  Approval  of  minutes  for  the  Planning  Committee’s  November  5 meeting  * 

3.  Review  overall  performance  and  results  of  JTPA  employment  and  training  programs  and  prepare 
recommendation  for  PY'97  * 

4.  Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items 


* Requires  Committee  action 


(k 


Issued  November  1 1,  1996 

if  you  require  special  accommodation  due  to  a disability,  please  call  Roberta  Fazande 
at  931-7460  or  TDD  749-31 1 7 at  least  72  hours  in  advance 


Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  Country  exist  to  conduct  the  people’s  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review. 

For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force  at  415/554-6075. 

745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 
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DOCUMENTS  DEPT 


■ AO 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 


of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 

Memorandum 


DEC  1 7 1996 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRahy 


MAYOR  WILLIE  L.  BROWI 
ALL  COUNCIL  MEMBEI 


STEVE  ARCELONA 


REVISIONS  TO  THE^PIC’S  NOVEMBER  22ND  JOB  TRAINING  PARTNERSHIP  ACT 
(JTPA)  PROGRAM  STATISTICS  REPORT  FOR  PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  (PY’95). 


Subsequent  to  the  Evaluation  Committee’s  meeting  of  December  5th,  it  was  discovered  that  the  Novem- 
ber 22nd  Report  contained  some  errors.  The  most  serious  occurred  in  those  sections  of  the  report  which 
related  to  the  JTPA  Titles  IIA/C  (8%-SECG/GAIN)  Subpart  Program.  Because  of  the  State’s  new  reporting 
software  (which  the  PIC  began  using  in  PY’95)  and  because  of  changes  in  GAIN  Programs  that  were 
implemented  in  the  middle  of  PY’95  (i.e.,  job  training  and  placement  services  were  added  to  basic 
educational  services),  participants  completing  the  basic  educational  components  in  these  JTPA  Programs 
were  treated  as  “terminations”  and  data  on  their  transfers  to,  participation  in,  and,  for  some,  entries  into 
unsubsidized  employment  from  the  new  occupational  training  and  job  placement  components,  while 
recorded,  were  not  extracted  or  included  in  either  the  November  22nd  or  the  December  3rd  reports. 

Attached  are  revisions  of  all  of  the  pertinent  pages  of  both  the  November  22nd  and  December  3rd  reports 
and  displayed  below  is  a revision  of  the  first  table  in  the  November  22nd  report;  please  incorporate  them  in 
your  copies  of  both  of  those  reports.  Since  this  JTPA  Program  is  not  subject  to  the  Secretary’s 
performance  standards,  there  are  no  revisions  to  those  data. 


Accrued 

Expend. 

- . Total . 
Enrolled 

Total 

Placed 

Total* 
OP  Term. 

, Total 
Terms, 

. Place. 
Rate  ■ 

Positive. 

Term.Rate 

IIA-77%  Basic  Adult 

2,606,250 

483 

350 

61 

483 

72% 

85% 

IIC-82%  Basic  Youth 

522,929 

101 

52 

27 

100 

52% 

79% 

IIA-5%  Older  Individuals 

390,644 

111 

88 

15 

110 

79% 

94% 

IIA/C-5%  Incentive 

124,366 

95 

0 

1 

95 

0% 

1% 

IIA/C8%-50%  SECG-GAIN 

213,497 

39 

9 

20 

37 

24% 

78% 

IIA/C-8%-30%  SECG-AND 

72,480 

49 

25 

6 

49 

51% 

63% 

IIA/C-8%-30%  SECG-JVS 

70,721 

14 

4 

2 

14 

29% 

43% 

ll/VC-8%-30%  SECG-SFUSD 

62,477 

25 

0 

0 

25 

0% 

0% 

IIIA-60%  Formula 

2,254,532 

462 

209 

0 

370 

45% 

56% 

lll/VB-  40%  Base  Closure 

364,246 

69 

23 

0 

62 

33% 

37% 

IIIA-40%  LCF/76 

812,503 

124 

79 

0 

124 

64% 

64% 

ll/lll  subtotals  /a. 

7,494,645 

1,572 

839 

132 

1,469 

57% 

66% 

IIBSYEfP  1996 

2,147,298 

1,856 

2 

1,480 

1,856 

0% 

80% 

* OP-  Other  Positive 

“Subtotals”  include  data  for  only  the  twelve  year-round  programs  shown  above;  data  for  the  1996  JTPA  Title  IIB 
SYETP  are  not  included  in  the  subtotals. 


We  apologize  for  any  inconvenience  these  errors  and  revisions  have  created. 

cc:  Members,  PIC  Evaluation  Committee  Vicki  Johnsrud,  EDD/JTPD 

Members,  PIC  Planning  Committee  Scott  Winkler,  EDD/JTPD 

PIC,  Mayor's  and  SFDHS  Staffs  Mary  Ann  Goodwin,  CDE 


745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 
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REVISED 


REPORT : CCR_RPT  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC.  Dec  09  1996 

CUMULATIVE  CHARACTERISTICS  REPORT 
For  Newly-Enrolled  and  Placed  Participants 
For  All  JTPA  Subgrants 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


181-IIA/C  8%-50% 

SECG/GAIN 

187-IIA/C  8%-30% 

SECG 

-AND 

CHARACTERISTICS 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL 

PLACED 

NEWLY 

ENTERED 

ALL 

PLACED 

GROUP  DESCRIPTIONS 

NUMBR 

PERCENT  NUMBR 

PERCENT 

NUMBR 

PERCENT  NUMBR 

PERCENT 

TOTAL 

39 

100.0% 

9 

100.0% 

49 

100.0% 

25 

100.0% 

GENDER 

MALE 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

34 

69.4% 

19 

76.0% 

FEMALE 

39 

100.0% 

9 

100.0% 

15 

30.6% 

6 

24.0% 

AGE 

14  - 15 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

16  - 17 

1 

2.6% 

0 

0.0% 

6 

12.2% 

1 

4 . 0% 

18  - 21 

11 

28.2% 

1 

11.1% 

20 

40.8% 

9 

36.0% 

22  - 29 

15 

38.5% 

4 

44.4% 

10 

20.4% 

6 

24.0% 

30  - 44 

11 

28.2% 

3 

33.3% 

10 

20.4% 

8 

32.0% 

45  - 54 

1 

2.6% 

1 

11.1% 

3 

6.1% 

1 

4 . 0% 

55  AND  UP 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

SCHOOL  DROP  OUTS 

29 

74.4% 

4 

44.4% 

18 

36.7% 

6 

24.0% 

RACE/ETHNIC  GROUP 

WHITE  (N.H.) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

8 

16.3% 

5 

20.0% 

BLACK  (N.H.) 

26 

66.7% 

6 

66.7% 

26 

53.1% 

12 

48.0% 

HISPANIC 

9 

23.1% 

1 

11.1% 

4 

8.2% 

2 

8.0% 

AM . IND . /ALAS . NAT. 

1 

2.6% 

1 

11.1% 

1 

2.0% 

0 

0.0% 

ASIAN/PACIFIC  ISL. 

3 

7.7% 

1 

11.1% 

10 

20.4% 

6 

24.0% 

(FILIPINO) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

1 

2.0% 

1 

4.0% 

(CHINESE) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

6 

12.2% 

4 

16.0% 

(JAPANESE) 

1 

2.6% 

1 

11.1% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

- (KOREAN) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

(OTHER  ASIAN) 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

3 

6.1% 

1 

4.0% 

(OTHER  PACIF.) 

2 

5 . 1% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

LIM.  ENG.  SPR.  ABIL. 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

5 

10.2% 

4 

16.0% 

DISABLED 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

2 

4 . 1% 

1 

4.0% 

EX- OFFENDERS 

5 

12 . 8% 

0 

0 . 0% 

5 

10.2% 

4 

16.0% 

SINGLE  PARENTS 

38 

97.4% 

9 

100.0% 

13 

26.5% 

6 

24 . 0% 

PUBLIC  ASST.  RECIPNT 

39 

100.0% 

9 

100.0% 

27 

55.1% 

11 

44.0% 

AFDC 

39 

100.0% 

9 

100 . 0% 

18 

36.7% 

6 

24.0% 

SSI/SSP 

1 

2.6% 

0 

0 . 0% 

5 

10.2% 

1 

4.0% 

GA/RCA 

1 

2.6% 

1 

11.1% 

6 

12.2% 

4 

16.0% 

FOOD  STAMP  RECIPNT 

39 

100.0% 

9 

100.0% 

27 

55.1% 

13 

52.0% 

TOTAL  VETERANS 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

VIETNAM  ERA 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0 . 0% 

0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

HOMELESS 

1 

2.6% 

0 

0.0% 

2 

4 . 1% 

2 

8.0% 

HARD-TO- SERVE  INDIV. 

39 

100 . 0% 

9 

100 . 0% 

45 

91.8% 

23 

92.0% 

ECON.  DISADVANTAGED  - 

39 

100.0% 

9 

100.0% 

49 

100.0% 

25 

100.0% 

7 


SECTION  3 


REVISED 


REPORT ; BCR_RPT 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  II 
PROGRAM  YEAR  1995  BENEFIT/COST  REPORT 
Grant  Code:  181  - IIA/C  8%-50%  SECG/GAIN 
PERIOD:  07/01/1995  TO  06/30/1996 


Dec  09  1996 


PIC  SUBCONTRACTOR:  AJ  TFS 

AGENCY  # 102  192 

TYPE  OF  SUBCONTRACT  CRS  CRS 

TYPE  OF  ACTIVITY  BRE/OCT  BRE/OCT 

NO.  OF  MONTHS  OF  ALL  DATA  15  months  15  months 


PIC 

100 

CRS 

ADMIN/TRNG 
15  months 


PMC 

146 

CRS 

EMP  OUTRCH 
15  months 


SUBGRANT 

999 

TITLE  IIAC 
8%  GN 
15  months 


B.  EXPENDITURES  (TOTAL  BUDGET) 


TOTAL  JTPA  EXPENDITURES 
ADMINISTRATION 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
DIRECT  TRAINING 

[PERCENT  (%)  OF  TOTAL] 
TR.  RELATED  AND  PART. SUP. 

[PERCENT  {%)  OF  TOTAL] 
NON-JTPA  EXPENDITURES 


65,857 

5,579 

8% 

57,962 

88% 

2,316 


105,562 

8,871 


96,691 

92% 


41,368 

27,076 

65% 


14,292 

35% 


710 

100% 


213,497 
41,526 
19% 
154,653 
72% 
17, 318 
8% 


C.  ENROLLMENT/TERMINATION  SUMMARY 


TOTAL  SERVED/PLAN* 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

[ACT.  YOUTH/ ACT.  TOTAL  %] 
TOTAL  PLACED/PLAN* 

[ACTUAL/ PLAN  %] 

POSITIVE  TERMINATIONS 
OTHER  TERMINATIONS 
TOTAL  TERMINATIONS 
PLACEMENT  RATE 
POSITIVE  TERMINATION  RATE 


17/17 

100% 


8/7 

114% 


47% 

65% 


22/23 

96% 

55% 

1/2 

50% 

17 


39/40 

98% 

31% 

9/9 

100% 

20 


24% 

78% 


D.  QUALITY  OF  PLACEMENT 


AVR. 

AVR. 


HOURLY  WAGE  AT  PLCMT 
HRS.  PER  WK.  AT  PLCMT 


6.65 

34.75 


8.00 

35.00 


6.80 

34.78 


E.  JOB  RETENTION  AT  13  WEEKS 


NUMBER  ON  JOB/TOTAL  CONTACTS 
RETENTION  RATE 


F.  PARTICIPANT  COST 


COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  SERVED 
■YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 

COST  PER  PARTICIPANT  PLACED 
YOUTH  (AGE  16-21)  ONLY 

ADULT  (AGE  22  AND  OVER)  ONLY 


3,873 

8,232 


4,798 

4,031 

5,717 

105,562 

48,383 

NA 


5,474 

4,870 

5,742 

.23,721 

58,445 

19,381 


G.  PERCENT  OF  CONTRACT  EARNED 

H.  BENEFIT/COST  FACTOR 


100% 

1.460 


100% 

0.138 


* 15  months  Actual  Data  are  compared  to  12  months  Planned  Data 
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PY'95  Participant  Characteristics  - ll-A/C  8%  GAIN 


Page  4 


III  III 


PY'95  Benefit/Cost  Measures  - All  JTPA  Programs 


Job  Training  Partnership  Act 

ll-A  77%  Adult 

ll-A5%OIP 

ll-C  82%  Youth 

1 ll-A/C5%lnc. 

ll-A/C  8%  GAIN 

III  60%  Formula 

Cost  per  Participant  Served 

5,395 

3,519 

5,177 

1,309 

5,474 

4,879 

Cost  per  Participant  Placed 

7,446 

4,439 

10,056 

23,721 

10,787 

Avg.  Hourly  Wage  @ Placement 

8.18 

6.70 

6.93 

6.80 

9.91 

Avg.  Hours/Week  @ Placement 

36.6 

25.4 

32.5 

34.8 

36.2 

Placement  Rate 

72% 

79% 

52% 

24% 

45% 

Positive  Termination  Rate 

85% 

94% 

79% 

1% 

78% 

56% 

Retention  Rate 

62% 

51% 

66% 

Benefit/Cost  Factor 

2.090 

1.992 

1.165 

0.518 

1.731 

Costper  Participant  Served,  Cost  per  Participant  Piaced- 

$23,721 


Hourly^Wage  At  Placement,  Hours  per  Week 


III  Dislocated  Wkre. 


100% 

75% 

50% 

25% 

0% 


85% 


-Placement  Rate,  Positive  T ermination  Rate,  Retention  Rate  - 

79%  78% 


'4 


□ Retention  Rate 
B Positive  Termination  Rate 
n Placement  Rate 


III  Dislocated  WKis. 


Benefit/Cost  Factor 


= Annualized  Wages  Earned  by  Participants  Placed 
Total  Program  Expenditures 


III  Dislocated  Wkrs. 


I ‘Program  Statistics  for  Program  Year  1995'  (Benefit/Cost)  reports,  Nov.  22, 1996.  Graphic  rev.  12/1 1/96  to  update  8%-50%  figures. 
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PY'95  JTPA  Placement  by  Occupation 
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TO: 


FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 
^ of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 


DOCU^^PNTR  DEPT 

DEC  17  1996 

SAN  FRANCl*'-''. 
PUBLIC  LIBRAR- 


MEMORANDUM 


ALL  MEMBERS  OF  THE  E^U^TION  COMMITTEE  DATE:  (DECEMBER  12.  199§^ 
MARGINE  SAKO,  MAYOR 


STEVE  ARCELONA 


RECOMMENDATIONS  (N  REGARD  TO  THE  ISSUES  POSED  ON  NOVEMBER  13TH 
FOR  THE  PY’97  MODIFICATION  TO  SAN  FRANCISCO’S  PY’96-’97  JOB  TRAINING  PLAN 


On  November  13th  Staff  posed  17  policy  issues  related  to  the  development  of  the  PY’97  Modification  to 
San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan. 

On  December  5th,  the  Committee  asked  Staff  to  provide  a recommended  response  for  each  issue  posed, 
to  array  those  issues  by  common  major  issues,  and  to  suggest  an  order  of  priority  for  those  common 
planning  issues. 

The  following  presents  the  Staff’s  suggested  priority  order  for  each  of  the  four  major  planning  issues  (in 
emboldened  type)  with  each  of  the  related  issues  posed  on  November  13th  listed  in  ascending 
numerical  order  following  each  of  them  (using  the  same  numbers  assigned  in  the  November  13th  report) 
and  with  the  Staff’s  suggested  response  for  each  of  those  issues  in  italic  type.  Since  the  issues  posed  on 
November  13th  are  not  repeated  in  this  report,  please  bring  your  copy  of  the  November  13th  report  to  the 
December  19th  meeting. 


Eligible  Populations  to  be  Served 


5 . a.  While  Staff  does  not  recommend  initially  transferring  any  formula-allocated  PY’97  JTPA  monies 
between  subpart  accounts  [e.g.,  from  the  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Year-Round  Economically 
Disadvantaged  Adult)  Account  to  the  Title  III  (Dislocated  Worker  Formula)  Account  or  vice 
versus,  from  the  Title  IIB  (Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training  Program)  Account  to  the 
Title  lie  (82%-Basic  Year-Round  Economically  Disadvantaged  Youth)  Account  or  vice  versus, 
etc.],  it  does  recommend  that  the  right  of  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  to  do  so  later  in  PY'97, 
should  that  need  arise,  be  reasserted  in  the  PY'97  Plan  Modification. 

b.  Staff  suggests  that  specific  enrollment  goals  for  women  to  be  trained  in  nontraditional 
occupations  be  established  in  the  plan,  that  they  be  incorporated  into  all  Requests  For 
Proposals,  and  that  they  be  ensured  in  the  criteria  for  selecting  responses  to  those  RFPs. 
Please  refer  to  the  table  of  recommended  PY’97- 99  enrollment  goals  in  the  first  attachment. 

c.  Staff  suggests  that  specific  enrollment  goals  for  “hard-to-serve”  African  American  Males  be 
established  in  the  plan,  that  they  be  incorporated  into  the  Requests  For  Proposals,  and  that,  as 
in  the  PY’94-’95  Plan,  they  be  ensured  in  the  criteria  for  selecting  responses  to  those  RFPs. 
Please  refer  to  the  table  of  recommended  PY’97-’99  enrollment  goals  in  the  first  attachment. 

d.  Staff  recommends  that  enrollment  goals  for  all  categories  of  public  assistance  recipients  be 
increased  to  at  least  the  level  at  which  each  category  is  estimated  by  recent  data  from  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Human  Services  to  be  represented  in  the  JTPA  Title  II  Eligible 
Population  of  San  Francisco  as  estimated  in  1994  by  the  Labor  Market  Information  Division  of 
the  State’s  Employment  Development  Department.  Please  refer  to  the  table  of  recommended 
PY’97-’99  enrollment  goals  in  the  first  attachment. 

745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 
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e.  Although  it  is  not  possible  to  analyze  the  effects  of  the  multiple  regression  model  for  every 
potential  change  in  local  factors  that  could  occur,  it  does  appear  that  the  Secretary’s  PY’96-’97 
Performance  Standards  support  increasing  the  enrollment  goals  for  each  category  of  public 
assistance  recipients  from  the  values  established  in  each  PY’94-’96  subpart  plans  to  at  least  the 
estimated  representational  value  of  each  category  as  suggested  in  5.d. 

At  this  time,  there  is  no  way  of  predicting  what  the  Governor  may  promulgate  as  performance 
standards  for  PY’97  or  what  its  (or  their)  influence  or  influences  may  be  on  those  enrollment 
goals  and  there  is  no  way  of  predicting  at  this  time  what  influence  or  influences  the  Secretary’s 
Performance  Standards  for  the  PY’98-’99  Job  Training  Plans  may  have  on  them. 

f.  Both  "barriers  to  employment"  that  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  are  authorized  to  establish  in 
addition  to  the  six  specified  in  Act  for  the  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Year-Round  Adult  Training) 
Program  and  the  six  specified  for  the  Title  IIC  (82%-Basic  Year-Round  Youth  Training)  Program 
are  subject  to  the  Governor’s  approvals. 

“Eligible  individuals  with  limited  English  speaking  proficiencies”  has  been  the  seventh  "barrier  to 
employment”  for  the  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Year-Round  Adult  Training)  Subpart  Program  in  all 
San  Francisco  Job  Training  Plans  since  PY’93  and,  because  of  the  potential  additional  effects 
that  recently-enacted  “welfare  reform  legislation”  are  projected  to  have  on  that  particular 
population.  Staff  recommends  that  it  be  retained  for  PY’97  and  subsequent  program  years. 
Since  this  “barrier”  has  been  on  all  of  the  Governor’s  “pre-approved  barriers  lists”  since  PY’93, 
it  should  continue  to  be  approved  routinely. 

“Membership  in  a minority  racial/ethnic  group”  has  been  the  seventh  “barrier  to  employment” 
for  the  Title  IIC  (82%-Basic  Year-Round  Youth  Training)  Subpart  Program  in  all  San  Francisco 
Job  Training  Plans  since  PY’93  but  it  has  never  been  on  any  of  the  Governor’s  “pre-approved 
barriers  lists”,  its  appropriateness  has  been  explicitly  questioned  in  the  preamble  to  the  Labor 
Department’s  September  1994  final  JTPA  rules  and  regulations  (but  it  has  not  been  prohibited, 
even  implicitly,  in  either  those  regulations  or  the  statute),  and  that  “barrier”  has  only  been 
reluctantly  approved  by  the  Governor  based  on  the  advice  of  the  State  Job  Training 
Coordination  Council  after  a rather  contentious  public  hearing  in  1993. 

Staff  recommends  that  this  “barrier  to  employment”  also  be  retained  in  PY’97  and  subsequent 
program  years  because  there  is  clear  evidence  that,  since  1993,  its  potential  as  an  impediment 
to  a young  person’s  educational  or  career  advancement  has  increased  and  there  is  no 
evidence  that  its  potential  as  an  impediment  to  a young  person’s  educational  or  career 
advancement  has,  in  any  way,  decreased. 

Since  this  proposed  “barrier  to  employment"  is  potentially  controversial,  since  it  would  be  an 
essential  element  of  the  processes  for  soliciting  and  selecting  new  subcontracts,  and  since  it 
could  delay  or  impair  the  Governor’s  approval  of  the  plan  modification  and  the  subcontracts 
solicited  and  selected  by  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  under  it,  this  recommended  decision  may 
need  extra  support  in  the  future. 

g.  Because  there  are  no  more  recent  data  with  a “public  use”  quality  that  equals  or  exceeds  those 
from  the  1990  Census,  Staff  recommends  that  the  neighborhood  allocations  used  in  the  1994, 
1995,  and  1996  SYETPs  be  continued  for  the  1997  and,  until  further  notice,  subsequent 
Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training  Programs. 

h.  Because  all  financial  resources  derived  from  the  JTPA  Titles  II  and  III  Programs  and  the 
Homeless  Employment  Collaborative  Programs  combined  would  still  be  insufficient  to  meet  the 
evident  demand  for  educational,  training,  and  placement  services  in  San  Francisco’s  homeless 
population  , because  homeless  individuals  served  in  JTPA  Title  III  Programs  differ , in  practice 
or  at  least  theory,  from  homeless  individuals  served  in  JTPA  Title  II  and  the  HEC  Programs, 
and  because  we  are  just  beginning  to  learn  about  which  kinds  of  training  interventions  may  be 


successful  and  why,  Staff  recommends  that  approximately  one  tenth  of  San  Francisco’s 
anticipated  PY’97  JTPA  Title  III  (Formula)  monies  be  set  aside  for  the  continuation  of  programs 
serving  “long-term  unemployed,  homeless  individuals”  and  that  a separate  solicitation  be  issued 
for  those  proposed  subcontracts. 

Employment  Competencies 

9.  Staff  recommends  that  essentially  the  same  process  used  to  develop  “employment  competencies” 
in  previous  program  years  be  continued  in  PY’97  and  subsequent  plans  subject  to  possibly 
differing  conditions  that  may  be  imposed  by  the  State  on  behalf  of  the  Governor.  In  the  current 
process.  Staff,  on  behalf  of  the  Council,  solicits  proposed  subcontracts  with  specific  proposed 
“employment  competencies”  that  take  into  account: 

• skill  deficiencies  that  are  projected  to  be  found  in  the  specific  segments  of  the  eligibie  population 
to  be  recruited  and  enrolled  in  each  proposed  subcontract;  and 

• skills  that  are  projected  to  be  required  by  employers  for  the  specific  occupations  for  which 
training  is  proposed  to  be  provided. 

After  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  have  selected  subcontracts  for  the  plan  or  plan  modification  that 
they  have  approved  (taking  into  account  the  “employment  competencies”  proposed  in  them  and  any 
issues  raised  in  the  PIC  Staff’s  recommendations  with  regard  to  them),  one  of  the  first  subcontract 
provisions  negotiated  by  representatives  of  the  subcontractor  and  the  PIC  are  the  “employment 
competencies”,  in  which  any  comments  and  suggestions  of  members  of  the  Council  and  its 
committees  are  addressed  along  with  any  comments  or  suggestions  of  the  PIC  Staff  about  their 
adequacies  with  regard  to  either  projected  skill  deficiencies  or  projected  skiil  demands. 

The  “employment  competencies”  approved  by  the  Council  in  August  of  1995  for  the  PY’95 
Modification  to  San  Francisco’s  PY’94-’95  Job  Training  Plan  and  in  September  of  this  year  for  San 
Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan  are  the  subject  of  a “correction  action  notice”  that  was 
issued  by  the  State  in  June  of  this  year  and  resolution  of  that  “corrective  action  notice”  constitutes 
one  of  at  least  two  “conditions”  of  the  Governor’s  approval  of  the  latter. 

The  position  of  representatives  of  the  State  seems  to  be  that  “employment  competencies"  should 
be  based  only  on  “skills  that  are  required  by  employers  for  the  specific  occupations  for  which 
training  is  proposed  to  be  provided”  and  they  should  not  be  based  either  on  projections  of  what 
those  skill  demands  are  and  should  not  take  into  account  any  “skiil  deficiencies  that  are  projected  to 
be  found  in  the  specific  segments  of  the  eligible  population  to  be  recruited  and  enrolled  in  each 
proposed  subcontract”. 

Employers  to  be  Served  and  Job  Opportunities  Addressed 

6.  Since  there  will  be  two  new  training  programs  addressing  new  entry  level  occupations  that  are 
projected  to  be  emerging  in  San  Francisco’s  “multimedia  industry,”  funded  by  the  Mayor’s  Office  of 
Community  Development  (in  addition  to  the  continuing  programs  of  San  Francisco  State  University 
that  address  that  same  industry  and  higher  skilled  entry  level  occupations  in  it)  and  since  there 
does  not  appear  to  be  any  other  significant  group  of  new  or  emerging  occupations  in  San 
Francisco  for  which  employers  have  made  or  are  projected  to  make  demands  for  more  skilled 
candidates  from  San  Francisco’s  labor  force.  Staff  suggests  that,  for  PY’97,  reliance  continue  to  be 
placed  on: 

• the  changes  that  have  been  projected  to  occur  in  San  Francisco’s  industries  and  occupations 
from  1992  to  1997  as  summarized  in  the  second  attachment  to  this  report; 

• the  competitive  subcontract  solicitation  and  selection  processes  with  incentives  to  be  provided  in 
the  latter  for  proposed  subcontracts  that  are  sponsored  or  cosponsored  by  employers  with 
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specific  skiii  demands  from  San  Francisco’s  labor  force;  and 

• employers’  diverse  needs  to  replace  members  of  their  workforces  who  are  retiring  or  leaving  with 
skilled  candidates  from  San  Francisco’s  labor  force. 

7.  Staff  recommends  that  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  reiterate  the  basic  policies  (which  have  been 
incorporated  in  every  San  Francisco  Job  Training  Plan  since  PY’83)  in  which: 

• training  and  placement  services  (as  opposed  to  purely  labor  exchange  services)  should  be 
targeted  on  jobs  in  the  "permanent”,  as  opposed  to  the  "contingent”,  sectors  of  San  Francisco’s 
job  market,  including  temporary  employment  agencies  (which  are  being  used  by  an  increasing 
number  of  large  San  Francisco  employers)  but  training  programs  targeted  on  "low-wage-high- 
turnover”  jobs  and  on  jobs  without  fringe  benefits  especially  health  insurance  are  to  be  avoided; 
and, 

• taking  into  account  the  potential  economic  impacts  which  the  "welfare  reform”  legislation  could 
have  on  the  aggregate  supply  of  labor  and  resulting  wages  above  the  legal  minima  in  San 
Francisco,  all  training  programs  should  be  focused  on  jobs  for  which  the  starting  hourly  wage  is 
at  least  25  cents  per  hour  greater  than  the  minimum  that  is  legally  required  on  the  date  upon 
which  training  is  projected  to  completed. 

Both  policies  and  criteria  for  implementing  them  should  be  incorporated  into  each  RFP  and  into 
each  selection  process.  Except  as  it  provides  for  subsidized  minimum  wages  for  youths  in  OJT 
Programs,  the  Act  requires  that  the  highest  of  Federal  or  State  minimum  wages  or  the  prevailing 
rate  of  pay  for  individuals  employed  in  similar  occupations  by  the  same  employer  be  used. 


Applicable  Period 

Applicable  Subsidized  and 
Unsubsidized  Minimum  Hourly 
Wage  Rates 

Applicable  Subsidized  Mini- 
mum Hourly  Wage  Rates  for 
Youths  in  OJT  Programs 

From: 

To: 

07/01/96 

08/20/96 

$4.25  /a. 

$7.89  /b. 

08/21/96 

09/30/96 

$4.25  /a. 

$8.14 /c. 

10/01/96 

02/28/97 

$4.75  /d. 

$8. 14  /c. 

03/01/97 

08/31/97 

$5.00  /s. 

$8.14  /c. 

09/01/97 

02/28/98 

$5.15  /d. 

To  Be  Determined  /f. 

03/01/98 

08/31/98 

$5.75  /s. 

As  Redetermined  /f. 

09/01/98 

08/31/99 

$5.75  /e. 

To  Be  Redetermined  /g. 

09/01/99 

06/30/00 

$5.75  /&. 

To  Be  Redetermined  /h. 

la.  Based  on  both  Federal  and  State  Laws. 

lb.  Based  on  the  ‘final"  report  of  08/29/95  for  S.F.  's  PY'94  JTPA  Title  II A (77%-Basic  Adult  Training)  Program. 

/c.  Based  on  the  ‘final"  report  of  08/20/96  for  S.F.  's  PY‘95  JTPA  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Adult  Training)  Program. 

/d.  Based  on  the  1996  amendment  to  Federal  Law.  A “subminimum  wage"  of  $4.25  per  hour  is  available  for 

youths  under  20  years  of  age  for  their  first  ninety  days  of  employment  with  the  same  employer. 

/e.  Based  on  the  1996  amendment  to  State  Law.  A “subminimum  wage"  does  not  appear  to  be  available. 

/f.  Based  on  the  “final"  report  for  S.F.  ‘s  PY'96  JTPA  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Adult  Training)  Program  to  be  issued 
sometime  in  August  of  1997. 

/g.  Based  on  the  “final"  report  for  S.F.  ’s  PY’97  JTPA  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Adult  Training)  Program  to  be  issued 
sometime  in  August  of  1998. 

/t.  Based  on  the  “final"  report  for  S.F.’s  PY’98  JTPA  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Adult  Training)  Program  to  be  issued 
sometime  in  August  of  1999. 


8.  In  the  absence  of  an  employer  or  an  employers’  trade  group  that  can  “guarantee”  specific  job 
opportunities  to  specific  training  programs  before  the  PIC’s  commitments  to  invest  in  those 
programs  are  executed,  Staff  could  not  support  such  a proposal.  Please  refer  to  the  preceding  Staff 
recommendation  with  respect  to  the  sixth  issue  posed. 

1 0.  PIC  Staff  recommends  that  all  proponents  be  required  to  demonstrate,  through  past  performance 
and  projected  commitments,  the  active  and  continued  support  of  employers  in  its  governing  board, 
its  advisory  committees,  in  the  supervision  and  operations  of  the  training  programs  being  proposed, 
or,  preferably,  all  three  areas. 

Planning  Processes.  Schedules,  and  Programs 

1 . Because  the  State  requires  solicitations  of  new  subcontracts  to  be  conducted  at  least  once  every 
three  years,  because  the  State  is  unlikely  to  waive  that  policy  especially  at  this  late  date,  and 
because  Staff  feels  that  all  of  the  pools  of  proposed  subcontracts  that  were  solicited  in  1994  need 
to  be  renewed  (especially  in  light  of  some  of  the  new  initiatives  addressed  in  the  third  set  of  issues 
posed).  Staff  recommends  that  we  not  ask  the  State  to  waive  its  three-year  policy  and  that  we 
proceed  with  new  solicitations  and  selections  of  all  proposed  subcontracts  for  PY’97. 

2.  Since  PY’97  is  the  second  of  two  program  years  in  the  current  biennial  job  training  plan.  Staff 
recommends  three-year  periods  for  all  proposed  subcontracts  being  solicited  for  PY’97  (subject  to 
annual  performance  reviews,  to  any  changes  in  State  or  Federal  policies,  and  to  the  availabilities  of 
funds)  so  that  another  set  of  solicitations  and  selections  wouid  not  have  to  be  conducted  until  the 
end  of  the  PY’98-’99  Job  Training  Plan  period  and  so  that  a decision  can  be  made  at  that  time 
either  to  retain  three-year  subcontract  periods  or  return  to  two-year  subcontract  periods  which 
coincide  with  the  job  training  plan  periods. 

3.  a.  While  neither  the  State’s  nor  San  Francisco’s  initiallv-oroDosed  plans  to  implement  the  new 

“welfare  reform  legislation”  is  expected  to  emerge  until  next  month  at  the  earliest  and  white  it 
cannot  yet  be  predicted  when  either  implementation  plan  would  eventually  be  approved: 

• senior  representatives  of  San  Francisco’s  Department  of  Human  Services  who  are  members 
of  both  the  Committee  and  the  Council,  will  apprise  both  of  the  latest  developments  with 
respect  to  either  implementation  plan,  and  will  apprise  the  Department,  the  Mayor,  and  the 
Mayor’s  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force  of  the  latest  developments  with  respect  to  the  PY’97 
Modification  to  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan; 

• several  members  of  the  Council  and  the  President  of  the  PIC  are  active  members  of  the 
Mayor’s  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force  and  they  will  apprise  the  Mayor  and  his  task  force  of  the 
latest  developments  with  respect  to  the  PY’97  Modification  to  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job 
Training  Plan  and  of  any  possible  corollary  plans  the  State  may  be  developing  for  JTPA, 
Refugee,  or  other  program  plans  in  regard  to  its  evolving  “welfare  reform  implementation 
plan”:  and 

• the  staffs  of  the  PIC  and  the  SFDHS  will  continue  their  close  collaborations  in  supporting  the 
deliberations  and  policy  development  processes  of  the  Council  and  its  committees,  of  the 
Mayor’s  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force  and  its  committees,  and  of  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supenrisors. 

A tentative  schedule  of  all  meetings  of  the  Employment,  Education,  and  Training  Committee  of 
the  Mayor’s  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force  (the  chairman  of  which  is  a member  of  both  the 
Council  and  its  Evaluation  Committee)  is  incorporated  into  the  attached  schedule  which  is  being 
proposed  for  the  development  of  the  PY’97  Modification  to  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job 
Training  Plan  and  through  which  it  is  hoped  that  some  coordination  between  the  two  can  be 
ensured. 
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b.  Since  November  13th,  the  State  obtained  a five-year  federai  "School-to-Work  Opportunities  Acr 
Grant  and  $21  million  for  the  first  of  those  five  years  to  begin  implementing  its  “School-to- 
Career  Plan".  The  State  tentatively  intends  to  issue  a solicitation  for  proposed  local  or  regional 
implementation  plans  sometime  in  January  of  1997  with  a period  of  approximately  ninety  days 
allocated  for  the  development  and  submission  of  proposals  and  with  an  objective  of  establishing 
at  least  one  local  or  regional  program  in  each  of  the  State’s  twelve  ‘School-to-Career”  Regions 
in  the  first  of  those  five  years. 

On  December  3rd,  I attended  an  initial  meeting  with  Superintendent  Rojas,  Chancellor 
Anderson,  Jeff  Mori  of  the  Mayor’s  Office  of  Children,  Youth,  and  Families  and  others  to  discuss 
a possible  San  Francisco  or  multiple-county  Bay  Area  response  to  that  initiative.  Neither  San 
Francisco  nor  multi-county  roles  or  responsibilities  in  that  effort  have  been  discussed  yet. 

c.  Since  November  13th,  the  State  has  also  obtained  a three-year  federal  “One-Stop  Career 
Center  System”  Grant  and  eight  million  dollars  for  the  first  of  those  three  years  to  begin 
implementing  its  “One-Stop  Career  Center  System”  Plan.  The  State  tentatively  intends  to  issue 
a solicitation  for  proposed  local  or  regional  implementation  plans  In  February  of  1997  with  an 
as-yet  unknown  period  of  time  allocated  for  the  development  and  submission  of  proposals  and 
with  an  objective  of  establishing  at  least  one  local  or  regional  “One-Stop  Career  Center  System” 
in  each  of  the  State’s  ten  “One-Stop  Investment  Zones”  by  the  end  of  the  third  year. 

Neither  San  Francisco  nor  multi-county  roles  or  responsibilities  in  the  production  of  such  a 
proposal  have  been  discussed  yet. 

d.  No  information  is  available  at  this  time  on  any  potential  local  or  regional  roles  that  would  be 
related  to  this  statewide  biennial  economic  development  strategic  planning  effort. 

e.  Staff  representatives  of  the  PIC  have  met  with  Representatives  of  the  Regional  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Labor’s  Job  Corps  Office  and  have  learned  that  construction  of  the  new  center  is  slated 
to  begin  in  January  of  1997,  a solicitation  for  proposed  contracts  to  administer  and  operate  the 
new  residential  and  training  center  should  be  issued  before  July  of  1997,  and  operations  at  the 
new  center  should  begin  sometime  between  January  of  1998  and  January  of  1999. 

Neither  San  Francisco  nor  multi-county  roles  or  responsibilities  in  the  production  of  such  a 
proposal  have  been  discussed  yet. 

f.  Even  if  new  workforce  development  legislation  is  not  reintroduced  in  the  105th  Congress  after  it 
convenes  next  month,  there  are  provisions: 

• in  the  current  JTPA  regulations  for  seeking  and,  through  the  Governor,  obtaining  the 
Secretary  of  Labor’s  approval  to  waive  provisions  of  the  JTPA  regulations;  and 

• in  the  Federal  Fiscal  Year  1996  and  1997  appropriations  legislation  for  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Labor  for  seeking  and  obtaining  the  Secretary  of  Labor’s  approval  to  waive  from  either  one 
to  three  program  years  certain  provisions  of  the  Job  Training  Partnership  Act. 

Since  October  of  1994,  the  PiC  Staff  has,  through  the  Governor,  requested  waivers  of  fourteen 
specified  provisions  of  the  JTPA  regulations  and  one  provision  of  the  Act.  The  State’s 
Employment  Development  Department,  on  behalf  of  the  Governor,  has  adopted  and  forwarded 
one  of  the  requested  regulatory  waivers  to  the  Labor  Secretary  (it  was  approved  in  August  of 
1995),  has  adopted  and  forwarded  one  of  the  requested  statutory  waivers  to  the  Secretary 
(white  stiil  unverified,  it  has  reportedly  been  disapproved),  and  has  forwarded,  without 
comment,  one  of  the  requested  regulatory  waivers  to  the  Secretary  (it,  too,  has  reportedly  been 
disapproved  although  it,  too,  it  still  unverified). 
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in  the  meantime,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  is  currently  developing  criteria  and  procedures 
for  requesting  and  obtaining  the  Labor  Secretary’s  approvals  for  waiving  certain  sections  of  the 
Act,  suggestions  from  the  PIC  Staff  have  been  solicited , and  they  have  been  offered. 

While  all  other  Information  in  these  respects  would  be  so  speculative  it  would  be  of  little  value, 
the  potential  impacts  of  a resurrection  of  new  workforce  development  legislation  and  of  waivers 
of  provisions  of  either  the  JTPA  regulations  or  of  the  Act  on  this  PY’97-’99  planning  process 
should  be  kept  in  mind  for  not  only  strategic  planning  purposes  but  for,  in  the  case  of  potential 
statutory  waivers,  possible  incorporation  in  either  the  initial  PY’97  or  a subsequent  modification 
to  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan. 

4.  Staff  recommends  that  three  solicitation  and  selection  processes  be  conducted  for  PY’97-'99 
subcontracts: 

• one  set  of  soiicitation  and  selection  processes  would  be  for  all  year-round  training  subcontracts 
under  all  JTPA  Titles  HA  and  IIC  Program  Suboarts  of  the  PY’96-’97  and  PY’98-’99  Job  Training 
Pians; 

• one  set  of  processes  would  for  all  year-round  training  subcontracts  to  serve  “tong-term 
unemployed,  homeless  individuals”  under  the  JTPA  Title  III  {Formula)  Program  Subparts  of  the 
PY’96-’97  and  PY’98-’99  Job  Training  Plans;;  and, 

• because  their  goals  and  objectives  are  not  limited  to  training  and  placement  services  (as  is  the 
case  with  the  two  preceding  sets  of  subpart  programs),  one  set  of  solicitation  and  selection 
processes  for  aii  subcontracts  under  the  JTPA  Title  IIB  Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training 
Program  Suboarts. 

1 1 . White  Staff  recommends  that  JTPA  Titles  IIA-IIC  (5%-lncentive)  funds  continue  to  be  the  sole  JTPA 
source  for  financing  the  “Joseph  S.  Bailey  Memorial  Programs”  (because  these  programs  do  not 
generally  conform  to  any  of  the  performance  standards  that  apply  to  all  other  JTPA  sources)  and 
while  it  recommends  that,  for  PY’97,  they  continue  to  be  devoted  to  the  “Summer  Training  and 
Education  Program”  (STEP)  in  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (please  refer  to  the 
following  recommendation),  because  of  continued  diminution  in  the  amounts  of  those  incentive 
awards  Staff  urges  that  sources  of  financing  (especially  for  performance-based  adult  basic 
education  services)  be  found  outside  of  JTPA. 

1 2.  Staff  strongly  recommends  that: 

• both  the  STEP  and  the  Mini-STEP  be  continued  with  financing  from  the  PY’97  JTPA  Titles  IIA-IIC 
(5%-lncentive)  Subpart  Account,  the  1997  and  1998  JTPA  Title  IIB  (Summer  Youth  Employment 
and  Training  Program)  Subpart  Accounts,  and  San  Francisco’s  FY’97-’98  Childrens’  Fund;  and 

• both  the  STEP  and  the  Mini-STEP  be  integrated  into  San  Francisco’s  “School-to-Career” 
planning  and  operations  as  soon  as  is  feasibly  possible. 

13.  Staff  strongly  recommends  that  the  PIC  continue  and  even  expand  its  financial  and  administrative 
support  of  the  San  Francisco  Career  Link  Center  especially  because  of  the  advent  of  “One-Stop 
Career  Center  Systems”  and  of  the  implementation  of  the  new  “welfare  reform  legislation”  in  which 
a central  source  can  provide  high  quality  professional  occupational  assessment  and  referral 
services  to  persons  who: 

• prior  to  receiving  such  services,  have  not  necessarily  been  certified  to  meet  any  of  the  different 
eligibility  criteria  that  control  most  of  the  financing  that  is  currently  available  from  not  only  the  PIC 
but  from  other  sources  collaborating  with  it  in  supporting  the  center. 
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b.  Since  November  13th,  the  State  obtained  a five-year  federal  "School-to-Work  Opportunities  Act” 
Grant  and  $21  million  for  the  first  of  those  five  years  to  begin  implementing  its  “Schooi-to- 
Career  Plan”.  The  State  tentatively  intends  to  issue  a solicitation  for  proposed  local  or  regional 
implementation  plans  sometime  in  January  of  1997  with  a period  of  approximately  ninety  days 
allocated  for  the  development  and  submission  of  proposals  and  with  an  objective  of  establishing 
at  least  one  local  or  regional  program  in  each  of  the  State’s  twelve  ‘School-to-Career”  Regions 
in  the  first  of  those  five  years. 

On  December  3rd,  I attended  an  initial  meeting  with  Superintendent  Rojas,  Chancellor 
Anderson,  Jeff  Mori  of  the  Mayor’s  Office  of  Children,  Youth,  and  Families  and  others  to  discuss 
a possible  San  Francisco  or  multiple-county  Bay  Area  response  to  that  initiative.  Neither  San 
Francisco  nor  multi-county  roles  or  responsibilities  in  that  effort  have  been  discussed  yet. 

c.  Since  November  13th,  the  State  has  also  obtained  a three-year  federal  “One-Stop  Career 
Center  System”  Grant  and  eight  million  dollars  for  the  first  of  those  three  years  to  begin 
implementing  its  “One-Stop  Career  Center  System”  Plan.  The  State  tentatively  Intends  to  issue 
a solicitation  for  proposed  local  or  regional  implementation  plans  in  February  of  1997  with  an 
as-yet  unknown  period  of  time  allocated  for  the  development  and  submission  of  proposals  and 
with  an  objective  of  establishing  at  least  one  local  or  regional  “One-Stop  Career  Center  System” 
In  each  of  the  State’s  ten  “One-Stop  Investment  Zones”  by  the  end  of  the  third  year. 

Neither  San  Francisco  nor  multi-county  roles  or  responsibilities  in  the  production  of  such  a 
proposal  have  been  discussed  yet. 

d.  No  information  is  available  at  this  time  on  any  potential  local  or  regional  roles  that  would  be 
related  to  this  statewide  biennial  economic  development  strategic  planning  effort. 

e.  Staff  representatives  of  the  PIC  have  met  with  Representatives  of  the  Regional  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Labor’s  Job  Corps  Office  and  have  learned  that  construction  of  the  new  center  is  slated 
to  begin  in  January  of  1997,  a solicitation  for  proposed  contracts  to  administer  and  operate  the 
new  residential  and  training  center  should  be  issued  before  July  of  1997,  and  operations  at  the 
new  center  should  begin  sometime  between  January  of  1998  and  January  of  1999. 

Neither  San  Francisco  nor  multi-county  roles  or  responsibilities  in  the  production  of  such  a 
proposal  have  been  discussed  yet. 

f.  Even  if  new  workforce  development  legislation  is  not  reintroduced  in  the  105th  Congress  after  it 
convenes  next  month,  there  are  provisions: 

• in  the  current  JTPA  regulations  for  seeking  and,  through  the  Governor,  obtaining  the 
Secretary  of  Labor’s  approval  to  waive  provisions  of  the  JTPA  regulations;  and 

• in  the  Federal  Fiscal  Year  1996  and  1997  appropriations  legislation  for  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Labor  for  seeking  and  obtaining  the  Secretary  of  Labor’s  approval  to  waive  from  either  one 
to  three  program  years  certain  provisions  of  the  Job  Training  Partnership  Act. 

Since  October  of  1994,  the  PIC  Staff  has,  through  the  Governor,  requested  waivers  of  fourteen 
specified  provisions  of  the  JTPA  regulations  and  one  provision  of  the  Act.  The  State’s 
Employment  Development  Department,  on  behalf  of  the  Governor,  has  adopted  and  forwarded 
one  of  the  requested  regulatory  waivers  to  the  Labor  Secretary  (it  was  approved  in  August  of 
1995),  has  adopted  and  forwarded  one  of  the  requested  statutory  waivers  to  the  Secretary 
(while  still  unverified,  it  has  reportedly  been  disapproved),  and  has  forwarded,  without 
comment,  one  of  the  requested  regulatory  waivers  to  the  Secretary  (it,  too,  has  reportedly  been 
disapproved  although  it,  too,  it  still  unverified). 
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in  the  meantime,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  is  currently  developing  criteria  and  procedures 
for  requesting  and  obtaining  the  Labor  Secretary’s  approvals  for  waiving  certain  sections  of  the 
Act,  suggestions  from  the  PIC  Staff  have  been  solicited , and  they  have  been  offered. 

While  all  other  information  in  these  respects  would  be  so  speculative  it  would  be  of  little  value, 
the  potential  Impacts  of  a resurrection  of  new  workforce  development  legislation  and  of  waivers 
of  provisions  of  either  the  JTPA  regulations  or  of  the  Act  on  this  PY’97-’99  planning  process 
should  be  kept  In  mind  for  not  only  strategic  planning  purposes  but  for,  in  the  case  of  potential 
statutory  waivers,  possible  incorporation  In  either  the  initial  PY’97  or  a subsequent  modification 
to  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan. 

4.  Staff  recommends  that  three  solicitation  and  selection  processes  be  conducted  for  PY’97-’99 
subcontracts: 

• one  set  of  solicitation  and  selection  processes  would  be  for  all  year-round  training  subcontracts 
under  all  JTPA  Titles  IIA  and  IIC  Program  Suboarts  of  the  PY’96-’97  and  PY’98-’99  Job  Training 
Plans; 

• one  set  of  processes  would  for  all  year-round  training  subcontracts  to  serve  "long-term 
unemployed,  homeless  individuals’’  under  the  JTPA  Title  III  {Formula)  Program  Suboarts  of  the 
PY’96-’97  and  PY’98-’99  Job  Training  Plans;;  and, 

• because  their  goals  and  objectives  are  not  limited  to  training  and  placement  sen/ices  (as  is  the 
case  with  the  two  preceding  sets  of  subpart  programs),  one  set  of  solicitation  and  seiection 
processes  for  ali  subcontracts  under  the  JTPA  Title  IIB  Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training 
Program  Subparts. 

1 1 . While  Staff  recommends  that  JTPA  Titles  IIA-IIC  (5%-lncentive)  funds  continue  to  be  the  sole  JTPA 
source  for  financing  the  "Joseph  S.  Bailey  Memorial  Programs"  (because  these  programs  do  not 
generally  conform  to  any  of  the  performance  standards  that  apply  to  all  other  JTPA  sources)  and 
while  it  recommends  that,  for  PY’97,  they  continue  to  be  devoted  to  the  "Summer  Training  and 
Education  Program”  (STEP)  in  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (please  refer  to  the 
following  recommendation),  because  of  continued  diminution  in  the  amounts  of  those  incentive 
awards  Staff  urges  that  sources  of  financing  (especially  for  performance-based  adult  basic 
education  services)  be  found  outside  of  JTPA. 

12.  Staff  strongly  recommends  that: 

• both  the  STEP  and  the  Mlnl-STEP  be  continued  with  financing  from  the  PY’97  JTPA  Titles  IIA-IIC 
(5%-lncentive)  Subpart  Account,  the  1997  and  1998  JTPA  Title  IIB  (Summer  Youth  Employment 
and  Training  Program)  Subpart  Accounts,  and  San  Francisco’s  FY’97-’98  Childrens’  Fund;  and 

• both  the  STEP  and  the  Minl-STEP  be  integrated  into  San  Francisco’s  "School-to-Career" 
pianning  and  operations  as  soon  as  is  feasibly  possible. 

1 3.  Staff  strongly  recommends  that  the  PIC  continue  and  even  expand  its  financial  and  administrative 
support  of  the  San  Francisco  Career  Link  Center  especially  because  of  the  advent  of  "One-Stop 
Career  Center  Systems’’  and  of  the  Implementation  of  the  new  "welfare  reform  legislation"  in  which 
a central  source  can  provide  high  quality  professional  occupational  assessment  and  referral 
services  to  persons  who: 

• prior  to  receiving  such  services,  have  not  necessarily  been  certified  to  meet  any  of  the  different 
eligibility  criteria  that  control  most  of  the  financing  that  is  currently  available  from  not  only  the  PIC 
but  from  other  sources  collaborating  with  it  in  supporting  the  center; 


• cannot  otherwise  obtain  such  services  prior  to  enrolling  in  a specific  program;  or 

• are  employers  seeking  guidance  about  their  own  workforces’  competencies. 

14.  Staff  recommends  that,  should  executives  of  the  Mayor’s  Office  of  Community  Development  and  of 
the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  remain  committed  in  their  financial  and  administrative  support, 
the  1996  “Housing  Authority  Summer  Youth  Program’’  be  replicated  in  1997  as  a necessary 
complement  to  the  1997  JTPA  Title  I IB  (Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training  Program). 

15.  Staff  recommends  that,  should  representatives  of  the  Jobs  For  Youth  Program,  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  the  Committee  on  Jobs,  and  the  employers  and  individuals  who  supported  it  previously 
remain  as  committed  in  their  financial  support,  the’’Say  Yes”  Program  should  be  replicated  as  a 
necessary  complement  to  the  1997  JTPA  Title  I IB  (Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training 
Program)  and  as  a possible  model  for  a more  comprehensive  and  integrated  model  youth  training 
and  job  creation  program. 

16.  Staff  recommends  that  the  Council’s  Jobs  For  Youth  Program  Committee  be  asked  not  only  to 
increase  the  extent  to  which  that  program  is  or  should  be  integrated  into  the  PIC’s  employment  and 
training  program  system  but  also  to  serve  as  a “leading  edge”  for  both: 

• “connecting  activities”  that  will  be  required  for  any  ”San  Francisco  School-to-Career  Plan”;  and 

• as  a necessary  complement  to  the  San  Francisco  Career  Link  Center  as  another  “first  step”  into 
any  “San  Francisco  One-Stop  Career  Center  System”. 

17.  Although  obviously  subject  to  change,  the  Staff  recommends  that  the  Committee  adopt  and 
recommend  to  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  their  adoptions  of  the  “proposed  PY’97  Job  Training  Plan 
Development  Calendar”  which  is  attached  to  this  report. 


cc:  PIC  Staff 

All  PIC  Subcontractors 

Members,  PIC  Planning  Committee 

Members,  PIC  Jobs  For  Youth  Committee 

Members,  Emp.,  Ed.,  and  Trng.  Com.,  S.F.  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force 

Jeff  Mori,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Children,  Youth,  and  Families 

Priscilla  Watts,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Community  Development 

Marcia  Rosen,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Housing 

David  Ishida,  S.F.  Commission  on  Aging 

Sandra  Hernandez,  S.F.  Department  of  Public  Health 

Michael  Wald,  P.  Duterte,  D.  Heaven,  and  E.  Strand,  S.F.  Dept,  of  Human  Services 

Ronnie  Davis,  S.F.  Housing  Authority 

Armando  Quiroz,  Regional  USDOL/ETA 

Jacqueline  , Regional  USDOL/Job  Corps 

Lori  Bamberger,  Regional  USD/HUD 

Scott  Winkler,  EDD/JTPD 

Mary  Ann  Goodwin,  CDE/EPU 
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SIGNIFICANT  SEGMENTS 
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11*1 

nil 

Am.  Indian + AK Nat.  (NH)  /I. 
Asian  + Pacific  Islander 
.[Asian-Indian] 

.[Chinese] 

.[Cambodian] 

.[Filipino] 

.[Hawaiian] 

.[Japanese] 

.[Korean] 

.[Vietnamese] 

.[Other  Asian/Pi] 

Blacks  (NH)  /I. 

.[Black  Males] 

Hispanic  (NAPI)  /I. 

Whites  (NH)  /I. 

Others  (NH)  /I. 

Pub.  Asst.  Recipient  13. 
.[AFDC  Recipient] 
.[GA  Recipient] 
.[RCA  Recipient] 
.[SSI  Recipient] 

Food  Stamp  Recipient 

Disabled 

Homeless 

Hard-To-Serve  Adults 
Hard-To-Serve  Youths 
.[School  Dropouts] 
Lim.  English  Proficient 
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Wage  & Salary  Employment  by  Major  Industry 
San  Francisco  County  1992-99  Annual  Averages 
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Industry 

1992 

Percent  of  Total 

1999 

Percent  of  Total 

Total  NonAgricultural  Employment 

526,500 

100.0% 

539,600 

100.0% 

Mining 

500 

0.1  % 

500 

0.1  % 

Construction 

11,600 

2.2  % 

12,300 

2.3  % 

Manufacturing 

37,000 

7.0% 

37,000 

6.9  % 

Transportation  & Public  Utilities 

36,500 

6.9  % 

36,200 

6.7  % 

Wholesale  Trade 

23,600 

4.5  % 

20,500 

3.8  % 

Retail  Trade 

71,600 

13.6% 

75,700 

14.0% 

Finance,  Insurance,  & Real  Estate 

69,400 

13.2% 

70,700 

13.1  % 

Services 

188,000 

35.7  % 

201,700 

37.4  % 

Government 

88,300 

16.8% 

85,000 

15.8% 

Mining  Constmction  Manufacturing  Transportation  Wholesale  Retail  Trade  Finance,  Services  Government 
& Public  Trade  Insurance,  & 

Utilities  Real  Estate 


& Public  Trade  Insurance,  & 

Utilities  Real  Estate 
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Employment  by  Major  Occupational  Group 
San  Francisco  County  1992-1999  Annual  Averages 
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Major  Occupational  Group 

1992 

Percent  of 
Total 

1999 

Percent  of 
Total 

Absolute 

Change 

Percent 

Change 

Total  All  Occupations  (1) 

526,500 

100.0% 

539,600 

100.0% 

13,100 

2.5  % 

Managers  and  Admin.  Occupations 

41,310 

7.8  % 

42,140 

7.8  % 

830 

2.0% 

Professional,  Paraprof,  Technical 

132,040 

25.1  % 

139,860 

25.9  % 

7,820 

5.9  % 

Sales  and  Related  Occupations 

52,860 

10.0% 

54,800 

10.2% 

1,940 

3.7% 

Clerical,  Administrative  Support 

135,140 

25.7  % 

131,840 

24.4% 

-3,300 

-2.4  % 

Service  Occupations 

82,940 

15.8% 

87,060 

16.1  % 

4,120 

5.0  % 

Agricultural,  Forestry,  Fishing 

2,780 

0.5  % 

2,980 

0.6  % 

200 

7.2  % 

Prod,  Constr,  Oper,  Mat  Handling 

79,120 

15.0% 

80,620 

14.9% 

1,500 

1.9% 

” Occupational  Chart 

Employment  by  Major  Occupational  Group 
San  Francisco  County  1992-1999 


2,780  2,980 


Managers  and 

Professional, 

Sales  and 

Clerical, 

Service 

Agricultural, 

Admin. 

Paraprof, 

Related 

Administrative 

Occupations 

Forestry, 

Occupations 

Technical 

Occupations 

Support 

Fishing 

79,120  80,620  ~ 


Prod,  Constr, 
Oper,  Mat 
Handling 


Managers  and 
Admin. 
Occupations 


Professional, 

Paraprof, 

Technical 


Sales  and 
Related 
Occupations 


Clerical, 

Administrative 

Support 


Service 

Occupations 


Agricultural, 

Forestry, 

Fishing 


Prod,  Constr, 
Oper,  Mat 
Handling 


(1)  Total  is  based  on  the  March  1993  benchmark. 
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OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  FASTEST  RATES  OF  JOB  GROWTH 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1992-1999 


ANNUAL  AVERAGES 

ABSOLUTE 

PERCENT 

OCCUPATION 

1992 

1999 

CHANGE 

CHANGE 

Home  Health  Care  Workers 

380 

460 

80 

21.1% 

Systems  Analysts-Electronic  Data  Processing 

2,690 

3,230 

540 

20.1% 

Customer  Service  Representatives-Utilities 

420 

500 

80 

19.0% 

Operations  & Systems  Researchers-Except  Computer 

620 

730 

110 

17.7% 

Offset  Lithographic  Press  Setters 

420 

490 

70 

16.7% 

Detectives,  Investigators-Except  Public 

300 

350 

50 

16.7% 

Pressing  Machine  Operators-Textile,  Garment 

490 

570 

80 

16.3% 

Food  Service  Managers 

1,030 

1,190 

160 

15.5% 

Construction  Managers 

590 

680 

90 

15.3% 

Food  Servers-Outside 

670 

770 

100 

14.9% 

Pressers--Hand 

270 

310 

40 

14.8% 

Insurance  Adjusters,  Examiners,  Investigators 

1,400 

1,600 

200 

14.3% 

Tax  Preparers 

630 

720 

90 

14.3% 

Physical  Therapy  Assistants  & Aides 

210 

240 

30 

14.3% 

Financial  Analysts,  Statistical 

780 

890 

110 

14.1% 

Animal  Caretakers-Except  Farm 

290 

330 

40 

13.8% 

Physical  Therapists 

380 

430 

50 

13.2% 

Counter  and  Rental  Clerks 

1,010 

1,140 

130 

12.9% 

Property  and  Real  Estate  Managers 

1,470 

1,650 

180 

12.2% 

Loan  Officers  and  Counselors 

1,500 

1,680 

180 

12.0% 

Computer  Engineers 

760 

850 

90 

11.8% 

Adjustment  Clerks 

2,630 

2,930 

300 

11.4% 

Cooks--Restaurant 

3,350 

3,730 

380 

11.3% 

Laundry,  Drycleaning  Machine  Operators--Ex.  Press 

900 

1,000 

100 

11.1% 

Teachers,  Preschool  & Kindergarten 

1,180 

1,310 

130 

11.0% 

Hairdressers,  Hairstylists 

1,010 

1,120 

110 

10.9% 

Producers,  Directors,  Actors 

460 

510 

50 

10.9% 

Human  Services  Workers 

830 

920 

90 

10.8% 

Reporters  and  Correspondents 

280 

310 

30 

10.7% 

Amusement,  Recreation  Attendants 

280 

310 

30 

10.7% 

Industrial  Engineers-Except  Safety 

660 

730 

70 

10.6% 

Recreational  Therapists 

290 

320 

30 

10.3% 

Engineering,  Math,  and  Natural  Science  Managers 

1,460 

1,610 

150 

10.3% 

Dental  Assistants 

780 

860 

80 

10.3% 

Recreation  Workers 

390 

430 

40 

10.3% 

Marketing,  Advertising,  Public  Relations  Managers 

3,150 

3,470 

320 

10.2% 

Radiologic  Technologist,  Diagnostic 

510 

560 

50 

9.8% 

Medical  Assistants 

730 

800 

70 

9.6% 

Heating,  Air  Conditioning,  Refrigeration  Mechanics 

420 

460 

40 

9.5% 

Electrical  and  Electronic  Engineers 

1,490 

1,630 

140 

9.4% 

Food  Preparation  Workers 

7,390 

8,080 

690 

9.3% 

Teachers-Vocational  Education  and  Training 

1,500 

1,640 

140 

9.3% 

Cooks-Short  Order 

870 

950 

80 

9.2% 

Truck  Drivers,  Light 

4,110 

4,480 

370 

9.0% 

Sales  Agents-Financial  Services 

2,340 

2,550 

210 

9.0% 

TOTAL  OF  THESE  OCCUPATIONS  (Excluding  "Not  Elsewhere  Classified"  NECs)  53,320  59,520  6,200  1 1 .6% 
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OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  GREATEST  ABSOLUTE  JOB  GROWTH 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1992-1999 


ABSOLUTE  AVERAGES 

ABSOLUTE 

PERCENT 

OCCUPATION 

1992 

1999 

CHANGE 

CHANGE 

Salespersons  - Retail  (Non-Vehicle) 

14,820 

15,660 

840 

5.7% 

Food  Preparation  Workers 

7,390 

8,080 

690 

9.3% 

Waiters  and  Waitresses 

10,640 

11,230 

590 

5.5% 

Cashiers 

7,630 

8,190 

560 

7.3% 

Systems  Analysts-Electronic  Data  Processing 

2,690 

3,230 

540 

20.1% 

Janitors,  Cleaners-Except  Maids 

12,300 

12,810 

510 

4.1% 

Guards  and  Watch  Guards 

6,490 

6,880 

390 

6.0% 

Cooks-Restaurant 

3,350 

3,730 

380 

11.3% 

Truck  Drivers,  Light 

4,110 

4,480 

370 

9.0% 

Registered  Nurses 

9,810 

10,160 

350 

3.6% 

Marketing,  Advertising,  Public  Relations  Mgrs. 

3,150 

3,470 

320 

10.2% 

Adjustment  Clerks 

2,630 

2,930 

300 

11.4% 

Receptionists,  Information  Clerks 

6,080 

6,310 

230 

3.8% 

Financial  Managers 

5,470 

5,690 

220 

4.0% 

Sales  Agents-Financial  Services 

2,340 

: 2,550 

210 

9.0% 

Insurance  Adjusters,  Examiners,  Investigators 

1,400 

1,600 

200 

14.3% 

Maintenance  Repairers,  General  Utility 

3,480 

3,670 

190 

5.5% 

Property  and  Real  Estate  Managers 

1,470 

1,650 

180 

12.2% 

Loan  Officers  and  Counselors 

1,500 

1,680 

180 

12.0% 

Traffic,  Shipping,  Receiving  Clerks 

5,790 

5,960 

170 

2.9% 

Food  Service  Managers 

1,030 

1,190 

160 

15.5% 

Engineering,  Math,  and  Natural  Science  Mgrs. 

1,460 

1,610 

150 

10.3% 

Accountants  and  Auditors 

7,180 

7,330 

150 

2.1% 

Civil  Engineers-Including  Traffic 

3,340 

3,480 

140 

4.2% 

Electrical  and  Electronic  Engineers 

1,490 

1,630 

140 

9.4% 

Computer  Programmers,  Including  Aides 

3,580 

3,720 

140 

3.9% 

Teachers-Secondary  School 

2,130 

2,270 

140 

6.6% 

Teachers-Vocational  Education  and  Training 

1,500 

1,640 

140 

9.3% 

Teachers,  Preschool  & Kindergarten 

1,180 

1,310 

130 

11.0% 

Counter  and  Rental  Clerks 

1,010 

1,140 

130 

12.9% 

Cooks-Specialty  Fast  Food 

1,640 

1,770 

130 

7.9% 

Operations  & Systems  Researchers-Except  Computer 

620 

730 

110 

17.7% 

Financial  Analysts,  Statistical 

780 

890 

110 

14.1% 

Instructional  Aides 

1,540 

1,650 

110 

7.1% 

Designers,  Except  Interior  and  Floral 

1,370 

1,480 

110 

8.0% 

Dining  Room  Attendants,  Bar  Helpers 

2,660 

2,770 

110 

4.1% 

Hairdressers,  Hairstylists 

1,010 

1,120 

110 

10.9% 

Food  Servers-Outside 

670 

770 

100 

14.9% 

Gardeners,  Groundskeepers-Except  Farm 

1,710 

1,810 

100 

5.8% 

Laundry,  Drycleaning  Machine  Operators-Except  Press 

900 

1,000 

100 

11.1% 

TOTAL  OF  THESE  OCCUPATIONS  (Excluding  NECs) 

149,340 

159,270 

9,930 

1 6.6% 

Projections  by  State  of  California,  Employment  Development  Department,  Labor  Market  Information  Divisbn 


PROPOSED  PY'97  JOB  TRAINING  PLAN  PLANNING  CALENDAR  attachment  3 (page  1 of  1) 


Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Dec.  02,  '96 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF,  EE&TComm.) 

Dec.  03, '96 

Dec.  04,  '96 

Dec0V?l 

/'""""Evaluation  Committee'''^ 
V„,PY95  review,  PY'97  Design^ 

Dec.  06.  •96 

( SDA  Quarterly  Meeting  ) 

Dec.  09,  '96 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Dec.  10,  '96 

Dec.  11, '96 

(SJTCC Full  Council) 

Dec.  12. '96 

PY’97  proposed  Design  mailout 

Dec.  13.'96 

(CCA  Meeting) 

Dec.  16,  '96 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Dec.  17,  ■% 

Dec.  18,  '96 

Dec^9/96, 

Evaluation  Committce^''\ 
V PY'97  Design 

Dec.  20.  -96 

Dec.  23,  '96 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Dec.  24,  '96 

Dec.  25, '96 

Cliristmas 

Dec.  26.  '96 

PY'97  refined  Design  mailout 

Dec.  27.  ^96 

Dec.  30,  '96 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Dec.  31. '96 

Jan.  01, -97 

New  Years  Day  1997 

Jan.  02.  '97 

Bidder's  lists  invitations  mailed 
1st  Publication  (newspaper  notice) 

Jan.  03/97 

^ J^t  EvaiyPlan.  Comm!^'’\ 
PY'97  Design 

Jan.  06,  '97 

Expected  allocation  release  date 
(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&T  Comm.) 

Jan.  07,  '97 

Jan.  08.  '97 

Jan.  09.  '97 

Jan.  10,  ^97 

Jan.  13, '97 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Jan.  14,  '97 

Mayor  & Council 
PY'97  Design  approval 

Jan.  15.  '97 

Jan.  16.  '97 

Jan.  17.  ^97 

Jan.  20,  *97  ' 

Martin  Luther  King,  ,Ir. 

Jan.  21,  '97 

Jan.  22,  '97 

Jan.  23/97 

^/""^^anning  CommitU^ 
^^^Y|9^FPs  selection  criteria,,.--^ 

Jan.  24.  '91 

( CCA  Meeting?  ) 

Jan.  27,  '97 

Duplicate  RFPs,  mailout  as  needed 
(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&T  Comm.) 

Jan.  28,  '97 

II-B  Bidders'  Conference 
II-A/C  Bidders'  Conference 
III  Homeless  Bidders'  Conf. 

Jan.  29,  '97 

Jan.  30,  '97 

Jan.31,'97 

Final  RFP  to  printer 

Feb.  03,  '97 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Feb.  04,  '97 

Feb.' 05. '97 

Public  notice  of  hearing  schedule 

Feb.  06. '97 

Feb.  07.  '97 

»- 

ll-B  Proposals  Due 

Feb.  10,  '97 

UB  task  force  begins  (7  days) 
(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Feb.  11, '97 

Feb.  12, '97  ' 

Feb.  13. '97 

Feb.  14.  '97 

Feb.  17, '97 

I'resident's  Day 

Feb.  18.  '97 

Feb.  19.  '97 

IIB  staff  recommendations  mailout 

Feb.  20.  '97  .. 

Feb.  21, '97 

Feb.  24,  '97 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TCorrm.) 
Draft  Welfare  Reform  Plan 

Feb.  25,  '97 

Feb.  26.  '97 

Feb.  27/97 , 

Planning  Committee^  \ 

\-__PY^  Adj.,  Summer  Plan^,.^ 

Feb.  28.  '97 

^ ( CCA  Meeting?  ) 

II-A/C,  III  ProposaU  Due 

Mar.  03,  '97 

Yr.-rd.  task  force  begins  (13  days) 
(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Mar.  04,  '97 

<—  Official  1st  Publication  Date 

Mar.  05.  '97 

Mar.  06.  '97 

Mar.  07.  '97 

Mar.  10,  '97 

Summer  supervisors  hired 
(SE  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Mar.  11. '97 

Mayor  & Council  I 

PY'96Adj.,  Summer  Plan 

Mar.  12,  '97 

Mar.  13. '97  'Mar.  14,'97 

i 

Mar.  17, '97 

Summer  certifiers  & MIS  hired 
(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Mar.  18, '97 

Mar.  19. '97 

Yr.-rd.  recommendations  mailout 

Mar.  20.  '97 

Mar.21,'97 

Mar.  24,  '97 

(SE  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Mar.  25. '97 

( SDA  Quarterly  Meeting  ) 

Mar.  26.  '97 

Mar.  27.  '97 

Mar  28.  ^97 

/ Planning  Committee  ^ 

Year-round  Plan  '' 

Mar.  31. '97 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Apr.  01. '97 

Comm,  recommendations  mailout 

Apr.  02.  '97 

Apr.  03.  '97 

Apr.  04.  •97 

Summer  certification  begins  — 

Apr.  07.  '97 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&T  Comm. ) 

Apr.  08,  '97 

Mayor  & Council 
Year-round  Plan 

Apr.  09,  '97 

Apr.  10.  '97 

Apr.  11,  ^97 

Plan  Mod.  due  to  Governor 

DOCUMENTS  DED*^. 
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Present: 


^PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 
' of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 

DRAFT^MINUTES  OF  THE 
EVALUATION,  COMMITTEE  MEETING 
ODECEMBER  19,  1996  ^ 


DEC  2 6 1996 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Leslie  Luttgens,  Steve  Arcelona,  John  Cammidge,  John  Dewes,  Tom  Evans, 
Natalie  Lopes,  Maurice  Lim  Miller,  Brian  Murphy,  Carol  Piasente. 


Absent:  Brenda  Cochrane,  Gary  Fitschen,  Fred  Jordan,  Sue  Lee,  Michael  Wald. 


Meeting  reconvened  by  Leslie  Lutgens  at  9:45  a.m. 

The  Committee  continued  its  discussion  on  recommendations  for  the  PY’97  JTPA  employment  and 
training  programs  and  take  public  testimony  from  those  present  at  the  meeting. 

Moved  by  Natalie  Lopes  and  seconded  by  Carol  Piasente  to  accept  the  overall  PIC  staff 
recommendations  for  PY’97  with  a request  that  PIC  staff  provide  more  information  on  three  items, 
homeless,  employment  competencies,  and  labor  market  information  at  the  January  3,  1997 
meeting. 

Speakers:  None 

Ayes:  Steve  Arcelona,  John  Cammidge,  John  Dewes,  Tom  Evans,  Natalie  Lopes, 

Maurice  Lim  Miller,  Brian  Murphy,  Carol  Piasent 
Nays:  None 

Abstentions:  None 

The  meeting  was  recessed  at  11:30  a.m.  The  Committee  will  reconvene  on  Friday,  January  3, 
1997. 


745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 
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^PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 
^ of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 

^OTICE^of  a PUBLIC  MEETING 
of  a Joint  Meeting  of  the 


EVALUATION 

AND  PLANNING  COMMITTEES 

DATE; 

Friday,  Cj^Tuary  3,  1997^ 

TIME: 

2:00  - 4:30  p.m. 

^ 3 

LOCATION: 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 

33  Gough  Street 

Auditorium 

• 

documents  dep*^ 

DEC  26  1996 
SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Public  testimony  on  agenda  items  as  authorized  by  the  Committee  chairs  throughout  the  meeting 


Because  of  the  reallocation  of  JTPA  "Older  Individual  Monies"  to  San  Francisco,  a separate  action 
by  the  Planning  Committee  will  be  necessary  to  consider  PIC  staff's  recommendation.  This  item 
should  not  require  a lot  of  time.  The  joint  meeting  of  the  Evaluation  and  Planning  Committees  will 
follow  immediately  after  the  Planning  Committee  action. 


Agenda  for  the  Planning  Committee 


Adoption  of  agenda  * 

Approval  of  minutes  for  the  Planning  Committee’s  November  5,  1996  meeting  * 

PIC  Staff  Recommendations  for  JTPA  Title  IIA  - 5%  Older  Individual  Monies  * * (Materials  enclosed) 
Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items 
Requires  action  by  the  Planning  Committee. 


for  the  Evaluation  and  Planning  Committees  ^ 

1 . Adoption  of  agenda  * 

2.  Approval  of  minutes  for  the  Evaluation  Committee’s  December  5 and  19,  1996  meetings  * 

3.  Discussion  of- the  Evaiuation  Committee  Recommendations  for  the  PY’97  Job  Training  Plan 
* * (Materials  enclosed) 

4.  Public  testimony  on  non-agenda  items 

* Requires  action  by  the  Evaluation  Committee. 

* * May  require  joint  or  separate  action  by  both  Committees. 


(L 


Issued  December  24,  1996 

If  you  require  special  accommodation  due  to  a disability,  please  call  Roberta  Fazande 
at  931-7460  or  TDD  749-31 17  at  least  72  hours  in  advance 


Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government’s  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  Country  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people’s  review. 

For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force  at  415/554-6075. 

745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 
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TO: 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 
of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 


documents 

DEC  2 6 1996 


^MEMORANDUM 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


MEMBERS,  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE 
MEMBERS,  PLANNING  COMMITTEE 
MARGINE  SAKO,  MAYO^f'^^^F 


FROM: 


STEVE  ARCELONA 


SUBJECT:  MATERIALS  FOR  YOUR  JOINT  COMMITTEE  MEETING  ON  JANUARY  3RD 


Enclosed  are  the  following  materials  for  your  joint  committees’  meeting  on  January  3rd: 

1 . PIC  Staff  recommendations  to  the  Planning  Committee  for  immediately  obligating  “at  least  $39,997  of 
excess  unspent  PY’95  JTPA  Titles  IIA  (5%-Older  Individuals  Program)  monies  that  (the  State 
announced  on  December  17th)  are  being  reallocated  from  other  California  SDAs  to  San  Francisco”. 

2.  A third  draft  of  the  Evaluation  Committee’s  evolving  recommendations  for  the  Basic  Design  of  a PY’97 
Modification  to  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan  accompanied  by: 

a.  a single-page  “Map  of  the  Issues  to  be  Considered  in  that  Recommended  Program  Design”; 

b.  a summary  of  other  San  Francisco  Programs  that  are  anticipated  to  be  offering  job  training  and 
placement  services  to  homeless  individuals  during  PY’97;  and 

c.  a copy  of  a May  1995  staff  report  to  the  Committee  on  “employment  competencies”. 

Representatives  of  the  PIC  Staff  and  of  the  Evaluation  Committee  will  attempt  to  explain  the  purpose  for 
each  of  these  enclosures  and  to  answer  any  questions  about  them. 

cc:  PIC  Staff 

All  PIC  Subcontractors 

R.  Saavedra,  N.  de  Lorenzo,  Nat’l.  CncI  On  Aging 
Members,  PIC  Jobs  For  Youth  Committee 

Members,  Emp.,  Ed.,  and  Trng.  Com.,  S.F.  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force 

Del  Anderson,  S.F.  Community  College  District 

Ronnie  Davis,  S.F.  Housing  Authority 

Sandra  Hernandez,  S.F.  Department  of  Public  Health 

David  Ishida,  S.F.  Commission  on  Aging 

Jeff  Mori,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Children,  Youth,  and  Families 

Marcia  Rosen,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Housing 

Bill  Rojas,  L.  Del  Carlo,  and  R.  Howard,  S.F.  Unified  School  District 

Michael  Wald,  P.  Duterte,  D.  Heaven,  and  E.  Strand,  S.F.  Dept,  of  Human  Services 

Priscilla  Watts,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Community  Development  • 

Scott  Winkler,  EDD/JTPD 
Mary  Ann  Goodwin,  CDE/EPU 
Lori  Bamberger,  Region  IX  USD/HUD 
Armando  Quiroz,  Region  IX  USDOL/ETA 
Jacqueline  Roberts,  Region  IX  USDOL/Job  Corps 

Enclosures 

745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 


.T^30  8‘TM3MUOOa  ^ 
' asGf  8s  03a  , ■ 

30^0VtAn^MA3 
YflAfieu  oijam 


(.  aSnes  B3fflii3^^';iiTAo , 


.# 


S.!3l 


.c& 


: 'fm  ■-.  ■ 


r '■:—' 

^ .'f^J 

>•.  vv.  T-  frmm 

937Ttl^O  MCmUMVi,  '-'* 


CT4J 


AMOUaaRA  3V3T3 


:MaH^ 


OHeYfWaj|«^l,VtOfDtirr^53TTM#<fOOT^  :TO'.taU 


^ T • . 

' ;to>e  ytfiunMi  fiQ  $nllw#Ti 'aoatwmn^ 

' '.  . .■  '.!S§a  ' ' 

to  0rHJ«8l(c;o  ybSiglfetfflNM  to^  »arfl»wn^  OnlhnsW  ofU  ol  «v.’^t6b;i«niiW0Pt1l 

©IfijiB  orti)  tfiftt  Bsinotn  i9<^0*>£)  All  M>aSt  At^TTl.  iJe  Jrw^inu  re 

01  eAQ>''i  bet»oo«a«t  Oflt0d  ©Mi  (mri  - to:-^  (>o  ba>*¥^ 

^7^  il  fo  grriv)ov*©'s«>IJjm*r<>0  (lOUejil©^^  o«U  loflKib  to  t| 

;iM»)pK<f*looa©  o«IH  poWL»tT-t|oi(^W'^'V^ 

^ bOT«biwu)0  »i  ot  tooeat  (^  05«tq-#iBn{»  'ff  4 ] 

ton*  <lot  i^thoMom]  oo«»Jofvrr^r(>8  wfto  h 

©n©,,’^^V*l  ftWJttito  ««wl*mi^or  wioivTaa  Tn®f^^ 

/«aipnaiW3<ii'»oo  «>  ©ill  f^ot^  fitik  206 f « tM  yoiof  a* 

TOt  ®w|»iq  ft#»  lilWqiea  c0  W^»»i5  Ww'  •©MimmoO  rto<lfl4)»«v3  wit  to  tjoo  QejS  OH  «i»  to  wariUan! 


,oi©rtl  luocto  vn»  i«vw^.rt  brui  »to«cji3n«  c 

„ (w03W«ictoilit 

V ^ po<CAnOfcWO^,rtoM.<isn«K>J©b.H 

ealtMniftoO  rilUoY  to^  aelal  OH  .i 
«s«to3  JteaTm^atoB  «r>fl»aW  ,.moO  .gofT  tor.«  .;i)3  ,.cK«3a  ' 
tohtoMJ  •6«<toOM0nwn^,"r^^^^^ 

yliwjrta^^rfffooH  .118 ,8lvjs0 
oJtou«l  to  Jf»#«iwi©ctoO  ^ .safcwMimaH  a 
OiiMlA  no  no*^>dmi*K0 .18  ,*bi«l8t^ 
g«ilt'Ti«‘l  bn«  .rtlwoY  ,n#tolirt0  to  Q'JHQ  f.  i>:\AhA^U 
’ ' QoMiftH  to  abHO  e toyaW  .»v»«?yR  f' 

ttWaia  «oortoe  HitifiU  “i  3 .l?w©pH  A tm  ,ohaO  U»0  J 

oooivii^  r«uaoH  to  JcaO  m 4>o«^3  bm  ;0  .1  ,W#W  - 

• jr»fTtooii^*aOwiiaMntotoQ  to 

^ amAoaa.'i-i^wfl 
ul3N3ife  .tttwbooO  II 

. ‘ OlMQao  XI  noli^  .ta^rfdwtoBY 

AT|KK508UXl(toto#«  A«««iO«to.w 
»<roOr>oLU<|peuf<f,n6»o«a".4i^i<i^ 

' ■ ■ , ^;'  • ■;  ’ ^ 

A^  ,oA#i5a*T^  ,(»0^  *imi2  .muittiWtwtjil  tft;, 

c«mw.r^o<Ti'  itKi  - 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 
of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


On  December 

qualified  to  receive  additional  Title  ll-A  5%  Older  Individuals  funds.  These  PY’96  funds,  originally  allocated  to 
other  SDAs  who  subsequently  could  not  fully  use  them,  will  shortly  be  “reallocated”  to  SDAs  with  the  proven  ability 
to  use  them.  The  State’s  notification  letter  offered  “...a  minimum  of  $39,997”  and  noted,  “There  may  be  more 
depending  on  whether  some  SDAs  do  not  want  their  share  or  full  share.” 

PIC  staff  recommends  allocating  $35,162  of  the  additional  funds  to  Renaissance  Experience  Plus  (REP)  to  serve 
an  additional  twelve  participants  by  operating  an  additional  18-week  training  cycle.  REP’s  current  subcontract  is 
scheduled  to  terminate  on  December  31,  1996.  REP  would  still  need  an  additional  $15,000  or  so  to  complete  the 
contract  year.  The  remainder  of  the  $39,997  is  allocated  to  the  PIC’s  administrative  cost  pool  (see  budget  below). 

Staff  recommends  that  any  additional  funds  for  5%  Older  Individuals  programs  which  may  be  awarded  be  used  to 
complete  Renaissance’s  program  year  and,  if  sufficient,  to  establish  obligations  for  Individual  Referral  subcon- 
tracts in  concert  with  the  National  Council  on  Aging. 


MEMBERS,  PLANNING  COMMl^TTEE 
MARGINS  SAKO,  MAYOR’S  STAFF 


DATE:  DECEMBER  23,  1996 


STEVE  ARCELONA 


1ENDATI 


PIC  STAFF  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  $39,997  OR  MORE  IN  ADDITIONAL  TITLE  ll-A  5% 
“OLDER  INDIVIDUALS”  FUNDS  ANNOUNCED  FOR  THE  PY’96  JTPA  JOB  TRAINING  PLAN 


17,  1996  the  State  notified  the  PIC  that  it  is  one  of  ten  Service  Delivery  Areas  in  California  that  are 


Title  II-A 

Grant  Funds  Available 

Proposed  A 

Adj.  Revenue 

PY'96  Formula  Allocation  = 

315,681 

39,997 

355,678 

5%  Older  Indiv. 

PY'95  FIFO  = 

0 

0 

0 

Total  PY'96  Revenue  = 

315,681 

39,997 

355,678 

Enr. 

Level 

Activity  Subcontractor  / Budget  Item 

Planned 

Obligations 

66 

14 

18+12 

OESL  Self-Help  for  the  Elderly  SHE 

OESL  Korean  Center,  Inc.  KCI 

OCT  Renaissance  Experience  Plus  REP 

152,243 

37,973 

50,270 

Cost  Supportive  Services  (Transportation  etc.) 
Pools  Public  Media  Center  (Employer  Outreach) 

14,598 

2,881 

PIC  Inc  (Intake,  Certification,  Employer  Outreach) 

Administration  AGP 

16,000 

41,716 

110 

Program  Year  Budget  = 315,681 

Staff's  Recommendations 


Deficit  = 


Mid-term 

Revision 

Rev.  Planned 
Obligations 

0 

152,243 

0 

37,973 

35,162 

85,432 

0 

14,598 

0 

2,881 

0 

’ 16,000 

4,835 

46,551 

39,997 

355,678 

Deficit  = 

0 

This  recommendation  will  require  Committee  action  at  your  joint  meeting  with  the  Evaluation  Committee  on 
January  3,  1997.  That  meeting  will  be  held  at  the  City  College  Auditorium,  33  Gough  Street,  2:00  to  4:30  PM. 
Please  call  Mary  Fernandez  at  the  PIC  office  if  you  will  not  be  able  to  attend. 

cc:  PIC  Staff 

Nicholas  de  Lorenzo,  NCOA 
Scott  Winkler,  JTPD 
Title  II-A  5%  01 P Proponents 
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MAP  OF  JTPA  DECISION  ISSUES 


Bold  print  is  decision  issue.  [Brackets  contain  Dec.  12th  memo  reference  item].  Italic  print  is  thumbnail  version  of  staff  recommendations. 


( SOLICITATION  DESIGN  ) 


C 


PROCESS 


• Solicit  new  subcontracts?  [7, 8, 10] 

• Transfer  funds  between  subparts?  [I.a] 

• Regarding  Welfare  Reform?  [9] 

• Regarding  School-to-Career?  [9] 

• Regarding  One-Stop?  [9] 

• Schedule?  [17] 


Three  solicitations  (ll-A/C  Year-round,  ll-B  Summer  Youth,  and  III  Homeless)  for  PYs  '97-'98-'99. 
Not  initially,  but  keep  all  options  open  with  the  Governor. 

Continue  to  participate  in  local  planning  and  work  to  insure  coordination. 

Support  a local  proposal  in  State  competition. 

Support  a local  proposal  in  State  competition. 

Try  to  follow  Att.  3 calendar. 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 

MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


ALL  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COUNCIL  DATE:  DECEMBER  19,  1996 

MAYOR  WILLIE  L.  BROWN,  JR.  

LESLIE  LUTTGENS,  CHAIRWOMAN  \ g—  | 

y 

EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  THE  BASIC  DESIGN  OF  THE 
PY’97  MODIFICATION  TO  SAN  FRANCISCO’S  PY’96-’97  JOB  TRAINING  PLAN 


As  a result  of  three  public  hearings  held  on  December  5th,  19th,  and  on  January  3rd  (the  last,  in  a joint 
meeting  with  the  Planning  Committee),  the  Evaluation  Committee  formulated  the  following 
recommendations  for  the  Basic  Design  of  the  PY’97  Modification  to  San  Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job 
Training  Plan.  A “Map”  of  these  issues  is  being  provided  to  facilitate  discussion  and  decision-making. 


Eligible  Populations  to  be  Served 


1 . Since  the  age,  gender,  and  race/ethnic  estimates  of  San  Francisco’s  economically  disadvantaged 
population  that  were  published  by  the  Labor  Market  Information  Division  of  the  State’s  Employment 
Development  Development  (EDD/LMID)  in  January  of  1994  and  that  were  used  as  the  bases  for  the 
basic  enrollment  goals  that  were  adopted  by  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  for  San  Francisco’s  PY’94-’95 
and  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plans  are  not  anticipated  to  change  significantly  or  at  all,  the  Committee 
recommends  that  those  same  basic  enrollment  goals  be  reaffirmed  for  the  PY’97  Modification  of  the 
latter  Job  Training  Plan.  Please  refer  to  Attachment  1 to  this  report  for  each  of  those  previously- 
established  enrollment  goals  and  each  of  the  following  recommended  additions  to  them. 


a.  While  the  Committee  does  not  recommend  initially  transferring  any  formula-allocated  PY’97  JTPA 
monies  between  subpart  accounts  [e.g.,  from  the  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Year-Round  Economically 
Disadvantaged  Adult)  Account  to  the  Title  III  (Dislocated  Worker  Formula)  Account  or  vice  versus, 
from  the  Title  MB  (Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training  Program)  Account  to  the  Title  IIC 
(82%-Basic  Year-Round  Economically  Disadvantaged  Youth)  Account  or  vice  versus,  etc.],  it 
does  recommend  that  the  right  of  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  to  do  so  later  in  PY’97,  should  that 
need  arise,  be  reasserted  in  the  PY’97  Plan  Modification. 

b.  The  Committee  recommends  that  a specific  enrollment  goal  for  women  to  be  trained  in 
nontraditional  occupations  be  established  for  the  plan  modification,  that  it  be  incorporated  into  all 
Requests  For  Proposals,  and  in  the  criteria  for  selecting  responses  to  those  RFPs. 

c.  The  Committee  recommends  that  a specific  enrollment  goal  for  “hard-to-serve,  African  American 
Males”  be  established  in  the  plan  modification,  that  it  be  incorporated  into  all  Requests  For 
Proposals,  and  (as  in  the  PY’94-’95  Plan)  in  the  criteria  for  selecting  responses  to  those  RFPs. 

d.  The  Committee  recommends  that,  in  anticipation  of  the  new  “welfare  reform”  legislation,  the 
enrollment  goal  for  each  category  of  public  assistance  recipiency  be  increased  to  at  least  the  level 
that  results  from  the  integration  of  more  recent  age^stratified  data  from  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Human  Services  (SFDHS)  with  the  earlier  estimates  of  the  EDD/LMID. 

Although  it  is  not  possible  to  analyze  the  effects  of  the  multiple  regression  model  for  every 
potential  change  in  local  factors,  it  does  appear  that  the  Secretary’s  PY’96-’97  Performance 
Standards  support  increasing  the  enrollment  goals  for  each  category  of  public  assistance 
recipients  from  the  values  established  in  each  PY’94-’96  subpart  plans  to  at  least  the  estimated 
representational  value  of  public  assistance  caseloads  in  each  category  as  suggested. 

745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 
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At  this  time,  there  is  no  way  of  predicting  what  influence  or  influences  the  Secretary’s 
Performance  Standards  for  PY’98-’99  Job  Training  Plans  may  have  on  those  enrollment  goals  and 
there  is  no  way  of  predicting  what  the  Governor  may  promulgate  as  additional  performance 
standards  for  PY’97  or  what  its  (or  their)  influence  or  influences  may  be  on  those  enrollment  goals. 

e.  The  Committee  recommends  that:  '■  ^ 

i.  ‘‘eligible  adults  with  limited  English  speaking  proficiencies”:  and 

ii.  “eligible  youths  who  are  members  of  minority  racial  or  ethnic  groups”; 

be  reaffirmed  as  the  “seventh  barriers  to  employment”  specified  by  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  for, 
respectively,  the  Titles  IIA  (77%-Basic  Year-Round  Adult)  and  IIC  (82%-Basic  Year-Round  Youth) 
Subpart  Programs. 

While  both  “barriers”  are  subject  to  the  Governor’s  approvals  and  while  it  is  expected  that  the 
former  would  again  be  approved  routinely,  approval  of  the  latter  may  be  problematic.  The  reasons 
for  the  uncertainty  regarding  the  Governor’s  approval  of  the  latter  are: 

iii.  in  June  of  1 993  (the  last  time  SDA-approved  “barriers  to  employment”  were  reviewed  by  the 
State  Job  Training  Coordinating  Council  on  behalf  of  the  Governor),  the  SJTCC  established  a 
list  of  fifteen  “pre-approved  barriers  to  employment”: 

iv.  that  list  of  “pre-approved  barriers  to  employment”  included  (and  still  includes)  “eligible 
individuals  with  limited  English  speaking  proficiencies”  but  excluded  (and  still  excludes) 
“eligible  individuals  who  are  members  of  minority  racial  or  ethnic  groups”: 

V.  “eligible  individuals  who  are  members  of  minority  racial  or  ethnic  groups”  were  eventually 
approved  by  the  SJTCC  in  June  of  1993  as  a “barrier  to  employment”  for  the  Title  IIC  (82%- 
Basic  Year-Round  Youth)  Subpart  of  San  Francisco’s  PY’92-’93  Job  Training  Plan  based  on 
22  pages  of  documented  supporting  statistics  and  a somewhat  contentious  two-hour  public 
hearing  by  a committee  of  the  SJTCC;  and 

iv.  in  September  1994,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  published  the  following  in  the  preamble  to 
the  Final  JTPA  Rules  and  Regulations  (on  FR  Page  45801):  ”...  a member  of  a group 
protected  under  the  civil  rights  statutes  may  not  be  designated  as  having  a barrier  to 
employment  solely  on  the  basis  of  the  characteristics  that  cause  them  to  fall  under  the  civil 
rights  legislation.  So,  for  example,  a racial  group  could  not  be  designated  under  the  additional 
barrier  provisions.”  This  opinion  has  never  been  supported,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  any 
codified  statute  or  regulation  or  by  any  citation  thereof. 

f.  The  Committee  recommends  that  the  neighborhood  allocations  used  in  the  1994,  1995,  and 
1996  Title  MB  (Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training  Program)  be  continued  for  the  1997  and 
subsequent  SYETPs  until  data  with  a “public  use”  quality  that  equals  or  exceeds  those  from  the 
1990  Census  become  available. 

g.  The  Committee  recommends  that  one  tenth  of  San  Francisco’s  PY’97  JTPA  Title  III  (50%  or  60% 
Formula)  funds  be  set  aside  for  the  continuation  of  programs  serving  “long-term  unemployed, 
homeless  individuals”  and  that  a separate  solicitation  be  issued  for  those  proposed  subcontracts. 

Employment  Competencies 

2.  The  Committee  recommends  that  essentially  the  same  process  used  to  develop  “employment 
competencies”  in  previous  program  years  be  continued  in  PY’97.  In  the  current  process.  Staff,  on 
behalf  of  the  Council,  solicits  proposed  subcontracts  with  specific  proposed  “employment 
competencies”  that  take  into  account: 
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a.  skill  deficiencies  that  are  projected  to  be  found  in  the  specific  segnnents  of  the  eligible  population 
to  be  recruited  and  enrolled  in  each  proposed  subcontract;  and 

b.  skills  that  are  projected  to  be  required  by  employers  for  the  specific  occupations  for  which  training 

is  proposed  to  be  provided,  - | I 

After  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  select  subcontracts  for  the  plan  or  plan  modification  they  approve 
(taking  into  account  the  “employment  competencies”  proposed  in  them  and  any  issues  raised  by  the 
Planning  Committee  in  its  consideration  of  those  subcontracts),  representatives  of  the  subcontractor 
and  the  PIC  negotiate  (as  their  first  order  of  business)  specific  subcontract  language  for  each 
subcontract’s  “employment  competencies”  taking  into  account  any  instructions  from  the  Council. 
After  the  PIC’s  and  subcontractors’  representatives  have  reached  agreement  on  the  specific 
language  for  all  “employment  competencies”  in  all  subcontracts,  they  are  resubmitted  to  the  Council 
for  its  approvals. 

The  “employment  competencies”  approved  by  the  Council  in  August  of  1995  for  the  PY’95 
Modification  to  San  Francisco’s  PY’94-’95  Job  Training  Plan  and  in  September  of  this  year  for  San 
Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan  are  the  subject  of  a “correction  action  notice”  that  was  issued 
by  the  State  in  June  of  this  year  and  resolution  of  that  “corrective  action  notice”  constitutes  one  of  at 
least  two  “conditions”  of  the  Governor’s  approval  of  the  latter. 

The  position  of  representatives  of  the  State  seems  to  be  that  “employment  competencies”  should  be 
based  only  on  skills  that  are  required  by  employers  for  the  specific  occupations  for  which  training  is 
proposed  to  be  provided,  their  assumption  that  those  skill  competencies  are  relative  uniform  (or 
“standardized”)  among  all  employers  for  the  same  occupations,  and  those  “employment 
competencies”  should  not  take  into  account  any  “skill  deficiencies  that  are  projected  to  be  found  in 
the  specific  segments  of  the  eligible  population  to  be  recruited  and  enrolled  in  each  subcontract”. 

Several  years  ago,  the  Council’s  ad  hoc  “Gap  Committee”  determined  that,  while  San  Francisco’s 
largest  employers  may  characterize  their  basic  educational  skill  requirements  in  the  same  or  similar 
language,  they  are,  in  fact,  quite  different  from  one  another  when  each  employer’s  differing, 
unstandardized  instruments  for  measuring  the  possession  of  those  skills  are  taken  into  account. 

The  most  comprehensive  description  of  these  issues  is  probably  the  PIC  Staff’s  May  1995  report  to 
the  Evaluation  Committee  entitled  “Planning  (for)  Employability  Enhancements”  (copy  enclosed). 

In  its  latest  consideration  of  these  issues,  there  was  a consensus  among  members  of  the  Evaluation 
Committee  that,  as  opposed  to  specific  basic  educational  and  job-specific  skills,  the  most  important 
“employment  competencies”  sought  by  San  Francisco’s  employers  were  the  “soft  skills”  or  the  “pre- 
employment and  work  maturity  skills”. 

Under  the  amended  Act  and  all  of  its  federal  and  state  requirements,  such  “soft  skills”  are  considered 
relevant  only  if  the  eligible  individual  is  21  years  of  age  or  younger  upon  enrollment  in  a JTPA 
Program:  it  is  apparently  assumed  that  all  eligible  adults  already  possess  all  of  the  “soft  skills”  required 
by  employers. 

While  they  would  not  have  any  direct  effect  on  the  federally  recognized  or  required  JTPA 
Performance  Standards,  while  they  would  not  address  any  issues  in  the  current  dispute  with  the 
State,  and  while  the  costs  of  attempting  to  track  and  document  their  achievements  in  measuring 
subcontractor  performance  would  outweigh  the  projected  benefits,  the  Committee  recommends  that 
proponents  of  programs  serving  eligible  adults  be  asked  to  explain  how  they  would  address  the  “soft 
skills”. 


Employers  to  be  Served  and  Job  Opportunities  Addressed 


3.  The  Committee  recommends  that,  for  PY’97: 


a.  reliance  continue  to  be  placed  on  the  overall  changes  that  have  been  projected  to  occur  by  the 

EDD/LMID  in  San  Francisco’s  industries  and  occupations  from  1992  to  1997  as  summarized  in 
the  Attachment  2 to  this  report;  ..  ; 

b.  the  criteria  for  selecting  responses  to  the  RFPs  for  year-round  training  programs  provide  specific 
incentives  for: 

i.  proposed  subcontracts  that  are  sponsored  or  cosponsored  by  employers  or  trade  groups 
with  specific  skill  demands  for  new  or  emerging  occupations; 

ii.  for  proposed  subcontracts  that  respond  to  employers’  needs  to  replace  specific  members  of 
their  workforces  who  are  retiring  or  leaving  for  other  voluntary  reasons;  and 

iii.  for  proposals  that  respond  to  specific  apprenticeship  opportunities  and  other  union  jobs. 

4.  The  Committee  recommends  that,  to  the  extent  appropriate,  reliance  also  be  placed  on  the 
EDD/LMID’s  five-year  projected  industrial  and  occupational  changes  in  each  of  the  State’s  51  other 
JTPA  Service  Delivery  Areas  and  its  57  other  counties  (particularly  those  in  the  Bay  Area);  these  can 
be  obtained  through  www.calmis.cahwnet.gov/ or,  in  hardcopy  at  nominal  cost,  (916)  262-2162. 

5.  The  Committee  recommends  that  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  reaffirm  the  following  basic  policies,  with 
revisions  where  noted,  for  PY’97  and  subsequent  program  years: 

a.  training  and  placement  services  (as  opposed  to  purely  labor  exchange  services)  should  be 
targeted  on  jobs  in  the  “permanent”  (as  opposed  to  the  “contingent”)  job  market,  they  should 
exclude  “low-wage-high-turnover”  jobs  and  jobs  without  fringe  benefits  especially  health 
insurance,  but  they  should  now  include  jobs  in  temporary  employment  services  that  meet  the 
“permanent”  criteria  and  that  are  becoming  the  exclusive  entry  points  for  “permanent  employment 
with  an  increasing  number  of  large  San  Francisco  employers;  and, 

b.  taking  into  account  the  potential  economic  impacts  which  the  “welfare  reform”  legislation  could 
have  on  the  aggregate  supply  of  labor  and  “prevailing  wages”  above  the  legal  minima  in  San 
Francisco,  all  training  programs  should  be  focused  on  job  opportunities  for  which  the  starting 
hourly  wage  is  at  least  25  cents  per  hour  greater  than  the  minimum  that  is  or  will  be  legally  required 
on  the  date  upon  which  training  is  projected  to  completed. 

Both  policies  and  criteria  for  implementing  them  should  be  incorporated  into  each  RFP  and  into  each 
selection  process.  Except  for  the  subsidized  minimum  wage  for  youths  in  OJT  Programs  (for  which 
PIC  Staff  has  twice  unsuccessfully  sought  a waiver),  the  Act  requires  that  the  highest  of  Federal  or 
State  minimum  wages  or  the  prevailing  rate  of  pay  for  individuals  employed  in  similar  occupations  by 
the  same  employer  be  used. 


Applicable  Period 

Applicable  Subsidized  and 
Unsubsidized  Minimum  Hourly 
Wage  Rates 

Applicable  Subsidized  Mini- 
mum Hourly  Wage  Rates  for 
Youths  in  OJT  Programs 

From: 

To: 

07/01/96 

08/20/96 

$4.25  [a. 

$7.89  (b. 

08/21/96 

09/30/96 

$4.25  la. 

$8.14 /c. 

10/01/96 

02/28/97 

$4.75  /d. 

$8.14 /c. 

03/01/97 

08/31/97 

$5.00  le. 

$8.14ic. 

09/01/97 

02/28/98 

$5.15  Id. 

To  Be  Determined  /f. 

03/01/98 

08/31/98 

$5.75  [e. 

As  Redetermined  /f. 

09/01/98 

08/31/99 

$5.75  [e. 

To  Be  Redetermined  /g. 

09/01/99 

06/30/00 

$5.75  (e. 

To  Be  Redetermined  /h. 

(Footnotes  displayed  at  the  top  of  the  next  page) 
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Footnotes  for  the  preceding  table 

la.  Based  on  both  Federal  and  State  Laws. 

/b.  Based  on  the  “final”  report  of  08/29/95  for  S.F.’s  PY’94  JTPA  Title  HA  (77%-Basic  Adult  Training)  Program. 

Zc.  Based  on  the  “final”  report  of  08/20/96  for  S.F.’s  PY’95  JTPA  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Adult  Training)  Program. 

Id-  Based  on  the  1 996  amendment  to  Federal  Law.  “Subminimum  wage”  of  $4.25  per  hour  is  available  for  youths 
under  20  years  of  age  for  their  first  ninety  days  of  employment  with  the  same  employer. 

Ze.  Based  on  the  1 996  amendment  to  State  Law.  “Subminimum  wage”  does  not  appear  to  be  available. 

Zf.  Based  on  the  “final”  report  for  S.F.’s  PY’96  JTPA  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Adult  Training)  Program  to  be  issued 
sometime  in  August  of  1997. 

Zg.  Based  on  the  “final”  report  for  S.F.’s  PY’97  JTPA  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Adult  Training)  Program  to  be  issued 
sometime  in  August  of  1998. 

Zh.  Based  on  the  “final”  report  for  S.F.’s  PY’98  JTPA  Title  IIA  (77%-Basic  Adult  Training)  Program  to  be  issued 
sometime  in  August  of  1999. 


6.  The  Committee  recommends  that  all  proponents  be  required  to  demonstrate  through  past 
performance  and  projected  commitments  the  active  and  continued  support  of  employers  in  its 
governing  board,  its  advisory  committees,  in  the  supervision  and  operations  of  the  training  programs 
being  proposed,  or,  preferably,  all  three  areas. 

Planning  Processes,  Schedules,  and  Programs 

7.  The  Committee  recommends  new  solicitations  and  selections  of  all  proposed  subcontracts  for  PY’97 
because  the  pools  of  proposed  subcontracts  that  were  last  solicited  in  1994  need  to  be  renewed 
(especially  in  light  of  the  “One-Stop  Career  Center  System”,  the  “School-to-Career  System”,  and  the 
“Welfare  Reform’  initiatives)  and  because  the  State  requires  competitive  solicitations  of  new 
subcontracts  to  be  conducted  at  least  once  every  three  years. 

8.  Since  PY’97  is  the  second  of  two  program  years  in  the  current  biennial  job  training  plan,  the 
Committee  recommends  three-year  periods  for  all  proposed  subcontracts  solicited  for  PY’97  (subject 
to  annual  performance  reviews,  to  any  changes  in  State  or  Federal  policies,  and  to  the  availabilities  of 
funds)  so  that  another  set  of  solicitations  and  selections  would  not  otherwise  have  to  be  conducted 
until  the  end  of  the  PY’98-’99  Job  Training  Plan  period  when  a decision  can  then  be  made  either  to 
retain  three-year  subcontract  periods  or  return  to  two-year  subcontract  periods  which  coincide  with 
the  biennial  job  training  plan  periods. 

9.  The  Committee  recommends  that  the  Council  be  ready  and  willing  to  collaborate  with  the  Mayor  and 
his  designees  in  providing  coordinated  San  Francisco  responses  to  the  following  initiatives  which  are 
expected  to  commence  in  earnest  before  April  12th  of  1997,  when  the  PY’97  Modification  to  San 
Francisco’s  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan  is  required  to  be  approved  by  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  and 
submitted  to  the  Governor: 

a.  development  of  State  and  San  Francisco  plans  to  implement  the  new  “Welfare  Reform”  legisla- 
tion; 

b.  development  of  a San  Francisco  or  a regional  proposed  plan  to  implement  the  State’s  “School-to- 
Career  Plan”: 

c.  development  of  a San  Francisco  or  a regional  proposed  plan  to  implement  the  State’s  “One-Slop 
Career  Center  System  Plan”; 

d.  development  of  a San  Francisco  or  a regional  proposed  plan  to  implement  the  State’s  “Strategic 
Economic  Development  Plan”; 

e.  development  of  a San  Francisco  or  a regional  proposed  plan  to  administer  or  operate  the  new  Job 
Corps  Center  being  constructed  on  Treasure  Island;  and 

f.  aggressive  development  and  pursuit  of  waivers  to  federal  and  state  statutes,  regulations,  and 


policies  that  would  facilitate  and  enhance  coordination  of  the  preceding  five  initiatives  with  all 
JTPA  Programs. 


10.  The  Committee  recommends  that  three  solicitation  and  selection  processes  be  conducted  for  PY’97- 
'99  subcontracts: 


a.  one  set  of  solicitation  and  selection  processes  would  be  for  all  year-round  training  subcontracts 
under  all  JTPA  Titles  IIA  and  IIC  Program  Subparts  of  the  PY’96-’97  and  PY’98-’99  Job  Training 
Plans; 


b.  one  set  of  processes  would  be  for  all  year-round  training  subcontracts  to  serve  “long-term 
unemployed,  homeless  individuals”  under  the  JTPA  Title  III  (Formula)  Program  Subparts  of  the 
PY’96-’97  and  PY’98-’99  Job  Training  Plans;;  and, 

c.  because  their  goals  and  objectives  are  not  limited  to  training  and  placement  services  (as  is  the 
case  with  the  two  preceding  sets  of  subpart  programs),  one  set  of  solicitation  and  selection 
processes  for  all  subcontracts  under  the  JTPA  Title  IIB  Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training 
Program  Subparts. 

11.  The  Committee  recommends  that  JTPA  Titles  IIA-IIC  (5%- Incentive)  funds  continue  to  be  the  sole 
JTPA  source  for  financing  the  “Joseph  S.  Bailey  Memorial  Programs”  (because  these  programs  do 
not  generally  conform  to  any  of  the  performance  standards  that  apply  to  all  other  JTPA  sources)  and 
while  it  recommends  that,  for  PY’97,  they  continue  to  be  devoted  to  the  “Summer  Training  and 
Education  Program”  (STEP),  because  of  continued  diminution  in  the  amounts  of  those  incentive 
awards  the  Committee  urges  that  sources  of  financing  (especially  for  performance-based  adult  basic 
education  services)  be  found  outside  of  JTPA. 


1 2.  The  Committee  recommends  that: 

a.  both  the  STEP  and  the  Mini-STEP  be  continued  with  financing  from  the  PY’97  JTPA  Titles  IIA-IIC 
(5%-lncentive),  the  PY’97  JTPA  Titles  IIA-IIC  (8%-School-to-Work),  the  1997  and  1998  JTPA  Title 
IIB  (Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training  Program)  Subpart  Accounts,  and  San  Francisco’s 
FY’97-’98  Childrens’  Fund;  and 

b.  both  the  STEP  and  the  Mini-STEP  be  integrated  into  San  Francisco’s  “School-to-Career” 
planning  and  operations  as  soon  as  is  feasibly  possible. 

1 3.  The  Committee  recommends  that  the  PIC  continue  and  even  expand  its  financial  and  administrative 
support  of  the  San  Francisco  Career  Link  Center,  integrating  it  into  San  Francisco’s  “One-Stop  Career 
Center  System”  and  its  implementation  plan  for  the  new  “welfare  reform  legislation”  in  which  a central 
source  can  provide  high  quality  professional  educational  and  occupational  assessments  and  referral 
services  to  persons  who: 

a.  prior  to  receiving  such  services,  have  not  necessarily  been  certified  to  meet  the  many  different 
eligibility  criteria  that  control  most  of  the  financing  that  is  available  from  not  only  the  PIC  but  from 
other  sources  collaborating  with  it  in  supporting  the  center; 

b.  cannot  otherwise  obtain  such  services  prior  to  enrolling  i‘n  a specific  program;  or 


c.  are  employers  seeking  guidance  about  their  own  workforces. 

1 4.  The  Committee  recommends  that,  should  the  Mayor’s  Office  of  Community  Development  and  the  San 
Francisco  Housing  Authority  remain  committed  in  their  financial  and  administrative  support,  the  1996 
“Housing  Authority  Summer  Youth  Program”  be  replicated  in  1997  as  a necessary  complement  to  the 
1997  JTPA  Title  IIB  (Summer  Youth  Employment  and  Training  Program). 
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15.  The  Committee  recommends  that,  should  representatives  of  the  Jobs  For  Youth  Program,  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  the  Committee  on  Jobs,  the  Small  Business  Network,  and  the  employers  and 
individuals  who  supported  it  previously  remain  as  committed  in  their  financial  support,  the”Say  Yes” 
Program  should  be  replicated  as  a necessary  complement  to  the  1997  JTPA  Title  MB  (Summer  Youth 
Employment  and  Training  Program),  as  a possible  model  for  a more  comprehensive  and  integrated 
youth  training  and  job  creation  program  system,  and  as  a financing  mechanism  for  Jobs  For  Youth 
Programs. 

16.  The  Committee  recommends  that  the  Council’s  Jobs  For  Youth  Program  Committee  be  asked  not 
only  to  increase  the  extent  to  which  that  program  is  or  should  be  integrated  into  San  Francisco’s 
employment  and  training  program  system  but  also  to  serve  as  a “leading  edge”  for  both; 

a.  the  “connecting  activities”  that  will  be  required  for  any  ”San  Francisco  School-to-Career  Plan”;  and 

b.  as  a necessary  complement  to  the  San  Francisco  Career  Link  Center  as  another  “first  step”  into 
any  “San  Francisco  One-Stop  Career  Center  System”. 

17.  The  Committee  recommends  adoption  of  the  “proposed  PY’96-’97  Job  Training  Plan  Development 
Calendar”  in  the  Attachment  3 to  this  report. 

cc:  PIC  Staff 

All  PIC  Subcontractors 

R.  Saavedra,  N.  de  Lorenzo,  Nat’l.  CncI  On  Aging 
Members,  PIC  Jobs  For  Youth  Committee 
Members,  PIC  Planning  Committee 

Members,  Emp.,  Ed.,  and  Trng.  Com.,  S.F.  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force 

Del  Anderson,  S.F.  Community  College  District 

Ronnie  Davis,  S.F.  Housing  Authority 

Sandra  Hernandez,  S.F.  Department  of  Public  Health 

David  Ishida,  S.F.  Commission  on  Aging 

Jeff  Mori,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Children,  Youth,  and  Families 

Marcia  Rosen,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Housing 

Bill  Rojas,  L.  Del  Carlo,  and  R.  Howard,  S.F.  Unified  School  District 

Michael  Wald,  P.  Duterte,  D.  Heaven,  and  E.  Strand,  S.F.  Dept,  of  Human  Services 

Priscilla  Watts,  Mayor’s  Office  of  Community  Development 

Scott  Winkler,  EDD/JTPD 

Mary  Ann  Goodwin,  CDE/EPU 

Lori  Bamberger,  Region  IX  USD/HUD 

Armando  Quiroz,  Region  IX  USDOL/ETA 

Jacqueline  Roberts,  Region  IX  USDOL/Job  Corps 
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ATTACHMENT  2 

(page  1 of  4) 

Wage  & Salary  Employment  by  Major  Industry 
San  Francisco  County  1992-99  Annual  Averages 


Industry 

1992 

Percent  of  Total 

1999 

Percent  of  Total 

Total  NonAgricultural  Employment 

526,500 

100.0% 

539,600 

100.0% 

Mining 

500 

0.1  % 

500 

0.1  % 

Construction 

11,600 

2.2  % 

12,300 

2.3  % 

Manufacturing 

37,000 

7.0  % 

37,000 

6.9  % 

Transportation  & Public  Utilities 

36,500 

6.9  % 

36,200 

6.7  % 

Wholesale  Trade 

23,600 

4.5  % 

20,500 

3.8  % 

Retail  Trade 

71,600 

13.6% 

75,700 

14.0% 

Finance,  Insurance,  & Real  Estate 

69,400 

13.2% 

70,700 

13.1  % 

Services 

188,000 

35.7  % 

201,700 

37.4  % 

Government 

88,300 

16.8% 

85,000 

15.8% 

Mining  Construction  Manufacturing  Transportation  Wholesale  Retail  Trade  Finance,  Sen/ices  Government 
& Public  Trade  Insurance,  & 

Utilities  Real  Estate 


& Public  Trade  Insurance,  & 

Utilities  Real  Estate 
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Employment  by  Major  Occupational  Group 
San  Francisco  County  1992-1999  Annual  Averages 


ATTACHMENT  2 
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Major  Occupational  Group 

1992 

Percent  of 
Total 

1999 

Percent  of 
Total 

Absolute 

Change 

Percent 

Change 

Total  All  Occupations  (1) 

526,500 

100.0% 

539,600 

100.0% 

13,100 

2.5  % 

Managers  and  Admin.  Occupations 

41,310 

7.8  % 

42,140 

7.8  % 

830 

2.0  % 

Professional,  Paraprof,  Technical 

132,040 

25.1  % 

139,860 

25.9  % 

7,820 

5.9  % 

Sales  and  Related  Occupations 

52,860 

10.0% 

54,800 

10.2% 

1,940 

3.7  % 

Clerical,  Administrative  Support 

135,140 

25.7  % 

131,840 

24.4% 

-3,300 

-2.4% 

Service  Occupations 

82,940 

15.8% 

87,060 

16.1  % 

4,120 

5.0  % 

Agricultural,  Forestry,  Fishing 

2,780 

0.5  % 

2,980 

0.6  % 

200 

7.2  % 

Prod,  Constr,  Oper,  Mat  Handling 

79,120 

15.0% 

80,620 

14.9% 

1,500 

1.9% 

Occupational  Chart 

Employment  by  Major  Occupational  Group 
San  Francisco  County  1992-1999 


■ 1992  Q1999 


Managers  and 
Admin. 
Occupations 


Professional, 

Paraprof, 

Technical 


Sales  and 
Related 
Occupations 


Clerical, 

Administrative 

Support 


Service 

Occupations 


79,120  80,620 


2,780  2,980 


Agricultural,  Prod,  Constr, 
Forestry,  Oper,  Mat 

Fishing  Handling 


ss 


Occupations  Technical  Occupations  Support  Fishing  Handling 

(1)  Total  Is  based  on  the  March  1993  benchmark. 
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OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  FASTEST  RATES  OF  JOB  GROWTH 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1992-1999 


OCCUPATION 

ANNUAL  AVERAGES 

ABSOLUTE 

CHANGE 

PERCENT 

CHANGE 

1992 

1999 

Home  Health  Care  Workers 

380 

460 

80 

21.1% 

Systems  Analysts-Electronic  Data  Processing 

2,690 

3,230 

540 

20.1% 

Customer  Service  Representatives-Utilities 

420 

500 

80 

19.0% 

Operations  & Systems  Researchers-Except  Computer 

620 

730 

110 

17.7% 

Offset  Lithographic  Press  Setters 

420 

490 

70 

16.7% 

Detectives,  Investigators-Except  Public 

300 

350 

50 

16.7% 

Pressing  Machine  Operators-Textile,  Garment 

490 

570 

80 

16.3% 

Food  Service  Managers 

1,030 

1,190 

160 

15.5% 

Construction  Managers 

590 

680 

90 

15.3% 

Food  Servers-Outside 

670 

770 

100 

14.9% 

Pressers-Hand 

270 

310 

40 

14.8% 

Insurance  Adjusters,  Examiners,  Investigators 

1,400 

1,600 

200 

14.3% 

Tax  Preparers 

630 

720 

90 

14.3% 

Physical  Therapy  Assistants  & Aides 

210 

240 

30 

14.3% 

Financial  Analysts,  Statistical 

780 

890 

110 

14.1% 

Animal  Caretakers-Except  Farm 

290 

330 

40 

13.8% 

Physical  Therapists 

380 

430 

50 

13.2% 

Counter  and  Rental  Clerks 

1,010 

1,140 

130 

12.9% 

Property  and  Real  Estate  Managers 

1,470 

1,650 

180 

12.2% 

Loan  Officers  and  Counselors 

1,500 

1,680 

180 

12.0% 

Computer  Engineers 

760 

850 

90 

11.8% 

Adjustment  Clerks 

2,630 

2,930 

300 

11.4% 

Cooks--Restaurant 

3,350 

3,730 

380 

11.3% 

Laundry,  Drycleaning  Machine  Operators-Ex.  Press 

900 

1,000 

100 

11.1% 

Teachers,  Preschool  & Kindergarten 

1,180 

1,310 

130 

11.0% 

Hairdressers,  Hairstylists 

1,010 

1,120 

110 

10.9% 

Producers,  Directors,  Actors 

460 

510 

50 

10.9% 

Human  Services  Workers 

830 

920 

90 

10.8% 

Reporters  and  Correspondents 

280 

310 

30 

10.7% 

Amusement,  Recreation  Attendants 

280 

310 

30 

10.7% 

Industrial  Engineers-Except  Safety 

660 

730 

70 

10.6% 

Recreational  Therapists 

290 

320 

30 

10.3% 

Engineering,  Math,  and  Natural  Science  Managers 

1,460 

1,610 

150 

10.3% 

Dental  Assistants 

780 

860 

80 

10.3% 

Recreation  Workers 

390 

430 

40 

10.3% 

Marketing,  Advertising,  Public  Relations  Managers 

3,150 

3,470 

320 

10.2% 

Radiologic  Technologist,  Diagnostic 

510 

560 

50 

9.8% 

Medical  Assistants 

730 

800 

70 

9.6% 

Heating,  Air  Conditioning,  Refrigeration  Mechanics 

420 

460 

40 

9.5% 

Electrical  and  Electronic  Engineers 

1,490 

1,630 

140 

9.4% 

Food  Preparation  Workers 

7,390 

8,080 

690 

9.3% 

Teachers-Vocational  Education  and  Training 

1,500 

1,640 

140 

9.3% 

Cooks-Short  Order 

870 

950 

80 

9.2% 

Truck  Drivers,  Light 

4,110 

4,480 

370 

9.0% 

Sales  Agents-Financial  Services 

2,340 

2,550 

210 

9.0% 

TOTAL  OF  THESE  OCCUPATIONS  (Excluding  "Not  Elsewhere  Classified"  NECs)  53,320  59,520  6,200  11.6% 
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OCCUPATIONS  WITH  THE  GREATEST  ABSOLUTE  JOB  GROWTH 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  1992-1999 


ABSOLUTE  AVERAGES 

ABSOLUTE 

PERCENT 

OCCUPATION 

1992 

1999 

CHANGE 

CHANGE 

Salespersons  - Retail  (Non-Vehicle) 

14,820 

15,660 

840 

5.7% 

Food  Preparation  Workers 

7,390 

8,080 

690 

9.3% 

Waiters  and  Waitresses 

10,640 

11,230 

590 

5.5% 

Cashiers 

7,630 

8,190 

560 

7.3% 

Systems  Analysts-Electronic  Data  Processing 

2,690 

3,230 

540 

20.1% 

Janitors,  Cleaners-Except  Maids 

12,300 

12,810 

510 

: 4.1% 

Guards  and  Watch  Guards 

6,490 

6,880 

390 

6.0% 

Cooks-Restaurant 

3,350 

3,730 

380 

11.3% 

Truck  Drivers,  Light 

4,110 

4,480 

370 

9.0% 

Registered  Nurses 

9,810 

10,160 

350 

3.6% 

Marketing,  Advertising,  Public  Relations  Mgrs. 

3,150 

3,470 

320 

10.2% 

Adjustment  Clerks 

2,630 

2,930 

300 

11.4% 

Receptionists,  Information  Clerks 

6,080 

6,310 

230 

3.8% 

Financial  Managers 

5,470 

5,690 

220 

4.0% 

Sales  Agents-Financial  Services 

2,340 

2,550 

210 

9.0% 

Insurance  Adjusters,  Examiners,  Investigators 

1,400 

1,600 

200 

14.3% 

Maintenance  Repairers,  General  Utility 

3,480 

3,670 

190 

5.5% 

Property  and  Real  Estate  Managers 

1,470 

1,650 

180 

12.2% 

Loan  Officers  and  Counselors 

1,500 

1,680 

180 

12.0% 

Traffic,  Shipping,  Receiving  Clerks 

5,790 

5,960 

170 

2.9% 

Food  Service  Managers 

1,030 

1,190 

160 

15.5% 

Engineering,  Math,  and  Natural  Science  Mgrs. 

1,460 

1,610 

150 

10.3% 

Accountants  and  Auditors 

7,180 

7,330 

150 

2.1% 

Civil  Engineers-Including  Traffic 

3,340 

3,480 

140 

4.2% 

Electrical  and  Electronic  Engineers 

1,490 

1,630 

140 

9.4% 

Computer  Programmers,  Including  Aides 

3,580 

3,720 

140 

3.9% 

Teachers-Secondary  School 

2,130 

2,270 

140 

6.6% 

Teachers-Vocational  Education  and  Training 

1,500 

1,640 

140 

9.3% 

Teachers,  Preschool  & Kindergarten 

1,180 

1,310 

130 

11.0% 

Counter  and  Rental  Clerks 

1,010 

1,140 

130 

12.9% 

Cooks-Specialty  Fast  Food 

1,640 

1,770 

130 

7.9% 

Operations  & Systems  Researchers-Except  Computer 

620 

730 

110 

17.7% 

Financial  Analysts,  Statistical 

780 

890 

110 

14.1% 

Instructional  Aides 

1,540 

1,650 

110 

7.1% 

Designers,  Except  Interior  and  Floral 

1,370 

1,480 

110 

8.0% 

Dining  Room  Attendants,  Bar  Helpers 

2,660 

2,770 

110 

4.1% 

Hairdressers,  Hairstylists 

1,010 

1,120 

110 

10.9% 

Food  Servers-Outside 

670 

770 

100 

14.9% 

Gardeners,  Groundskeepers-Except  Farm 

1,710 

1,810 

100 

5.8% 

Laundry,  Drycleaning  Machine  Operators-Except  Press 

900 

1,000 

100 

11.1% 

TOTAL  OF  THESE  OCCUPATIONS  (Excluding  NECs) 

149,340 

159,270 

9,930 

6.6% 
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PROPOSED  PY'97  JOB  TRAINING  PLAN  PLANNING  CALENDAR 


Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Dec.  02,  '96 

[SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.! 

Dec.  03,  '96 

Dec.  04,  '96 

Dec  05.  '96 

/''"'Evaluation  Committee''''^ 
V_.PY;95  review.  PY’97  . 

Dec.  06.  -96 

( SDA  Quarterly  Meeting  ) 

Dec.  09,  '96 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Dec.  10,  '96 

Dec.  11. '96 

( SJTCC  Full  Council ) 

Dec.  12, '96 

PY'97  proposed  Design  mailout 

Dec.  13. '96 

1 CCA  Meeting  ) 

Dec.  16, '96 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF,  EE&T  Comm.) 

Dec.  17,  '96 

Dec.  18, '96 

Dec.  19/96. 

^/"^EC^iuation  CornmUtcT'"^ 
PY’97  Design 

Dec,  20. '96 

Dec.  23,  '96 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&T  Comm.) 

Dec.  24.  '96 

Dec.  25.  '96 

Chri.simas 

Dec.  26.  '96 

PY'97  refined  Design  mailout 

Dec,  27.  ■96 

Dec.  30,  '96 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Dec.  31, '96 

Jan.  01, '97 

New  Years  Day  1997 

Jan.  02.  '97 

Bidder's  lists  invitations  mailed 
1st  Publication  (newspaper  notice) 

Jan.  03/97 

EvalTPIan.  Co^iilii;  "-x 
PY'97  Design 

Jan.  06,  '97 

Expected  allocation  release  date 
(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Jan.  07,  '97 

Jan.  08,  '97 

Jan.  09,  '97 

Jan.  10. '97 

Jan.  13,  '97 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Jan.  14,  '97 

Mayor  & Council 
PY'97  Design  approval 

Jan.  15,  '97 

Jan.  16.  '97 

Jan.  17, '97 

Jan.  20, '97 

.Martin  J.uther  King,  Jr. 

Jan.  21, '97 

Jan.  22,  '97 

Jan.  23/97 

Planning  Committee 
'v^.PY^RFPs  selection  criteria..--'^ 

Jan.  24.  -97 

( CCA  Meeting?  j 

Jan.  27,  '97 

Duplicate  RFPs,  mailout  as  needed 
(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&T  Comm.) 

Jan.  28,  '97 

II-B  Bidders'  Conference 
II-A/C  Bidders'  Conference 
III  Homeless  Bidders'  Conf. 

Jan.  29,  '97 

Jan.  30.  '97 

iJan.31,'97 

1 

j Final  RFP  to  printer 

Feb.  03,  '97 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&T  Comm. ) 

Feb.  04,  '97 

Feb.  05, '97 

Public  notice  bf  hearing  schedule 

Feb.  06.  '97 

Ipeb.  07.  '97 

ll-B  Proposals  Due 

Feb.  10,  '97 

IIB  task  force  begins  (7  days) 
(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF,  EE&TComm.) 

Feb.  11, '97 

Feb.  12, '97  .. 

Feb.  13,  '97 

Feb.  14. '97 

1 

Feb.  17, '97 

President’s  Day 

Feb.  18, '97 

Feb.  19, '97 

IIB  staff  recommendations  mailout 

Feb.  20. '97  -. 

Feb.  21. '97 

Feb.  24.  '97 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 
Draft  Welfare  Reform  Plan 

Feb.  25,  '97 

Feb.  26,  '97 

/^^"^nning  CommitteT"^ 
Adj.,  Summer  Plan^...^ 

iFeb.  28. '97 

\A.  ( CCA  Meeting?  ) 

j II-A/C.  Ill  Proposals  Due 

Mar.  03,  '97 

Yr.-rd.  task  force  begins  (13  days) 
(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Mar.  04,  '97 

< — Official  1st  Publication  Date 

Mar.  05,  '97 

Mar.  06,  '97 

|Mar.  07, '97 

Mar.  10, '97 

Summer  supervisors  hired 
(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Mar.  11, '97 

1 Mayor  & Council 

PY'96Adj„  Summer  Plan 

Mar.  12,  '97 

Mar.  13,  '97 

iMar.  14. -97 

Mar.  17,  '97 

Summer  certifiers  & MIS  hired 
(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF,  EE&TComm.) 

Mar.  18.  '97 

Mar.  19.  '97 

Yr.-rd.  recommendations  mailout 

Mar.  20.  '97 

jMar.  2I,'97 
1 

Mar.  24.  '97 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Mar,  25.  '97 

( SDA  Quarterly  Meeting  ) 

Mar.  26.  '97 

Mar.  27.  '97 

iM3l18,'97 

Planning  Committee  , 

— — Year-round  Plan  _ — ^ — '' 

Mar.  31. '97 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Apr.  01. '97 

Comm,  recommendations  mailout 

Apr.  02.  '97 

Apr.  03.  '97 

Apr.  04.  '97 

Summer  cenificalton  begins  — > 

Apr.  07,  '97 

(SF  Welfare  Reform  TF.  EE&TComm.) 

Apr.  08,  '97 

Mayor  & Council  I 

Year-round  Plan  1 

Apr.  09.  '97 

Apr.  10.  '97 

Apr  11.  •97 

Plan  Mod.  due  to  Governor 

PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  COUNCIL 

of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 

MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


MEMBERS,  EVALUATION  COMMI' 


DATE:  DECEMBER  24.  1996 


FROM: 


STEVE  ARCELONA,  PRESIDENT;^ 


SUBJECT:  SUMMARY  OF  EMPLOYMENT  AND  TRAINING  SERVICES  TO  THE  HOMELESS  IN  SAN 
FRANCISCO. 


Attached  on  the  reverse  side  is  the  information  you  requested  regarding  employment  and  training 
services  to  the  homeless.  They  include  programs  other  than  those  administered  by  the  PIC,  as  well  as 
those  administered  by  the  PIC,  but  not  all  are  during  the  same  twelve  month  time  period. 


Attachment 


745  Franklin  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3117 
415/931-7460  Fax  415/931-7590  TDD  415/749-7403 


EMPLOYMENT  AND  TRAINING  PROGRAMS 
FOR  THE  HOMELESS  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 


Private  Industry  CouncU  of  San  Francisco 
A.  PY  96  Title  m JTPA  (7/1/96  to  6/30/97) 
Total  funds  allocated  for  direct  service: 
Total  planned  service  level: 
Service  Providers: 

Arriba  Juntos 
Glide  Foundation 


North  Cal.  Ser.  Leag. 
Comm.  Housing  Project 


B.  PY  96  Title  HA  JTPA  (7/1/96  to  6/30/97) 
Total  ftmds  allocated  for  ditwt  service: 
Total  planned  sendee  level: 
Service  Providers: 

Arriba  Juntos 
Bay  Area  Urban  Leag. 
Mission  Lang.  & Voc.  Sch. 
Third  Baptist  Church 
Swords  to  Plowshares 


Nordi  Cal.  Ser.  Leag. 

Career  Resources  Dev.  Ctr. 
O.MI.C.A 

Jewish  Vocational  Service 


Asian  Neigh.  Design 
Cento  for  Empl.  & Tmg. 

Mission  Hiring  HaU 
City  College  of  S.F. 


C.  95  Supportive  Housing  Grant  First  Year  (10/1/96  to  9/30/97) 
Total  ftmds  allocated  for  direct  service: 

Total  planned  service  level: 

Serrice  ProvideiB: 

Arriba  Juntos 
Goodwill 

Swords  to  Plowshares 

Toolworks  Inc. 


Nortii  Cal.  Ser.  Leag. 
S.F.  Vocational  Service 
Comm.  Housing  Project 


Episcopal  Comm.  Services 
Jewish  Vocational  Service 
Ctrl.  City  Hospitality  House 


San  Francisco  Department  of  Human  Services 

96  Supportive  Housing  Grant  First  Year  (3/1/97  to  2/28/98) 

Total  ftmds  allocated  for  direct  service: 

Total  planned  service  level: 

Service  Providers: 

Arriba  Juntos  North  Cal.  Ser.  Leag. 

Sword  to  Plowshares  Comm.  Housing  Project 

Episcopal  Comm.  Services 


Goodwill 

Ctrl.  City  HospitaUty  House 


San  Francisco  Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development  (2/1/97-1/31/98) 

97  Employment  and  Training  Projects 
Total  ftmds  allocated  for  direct  service: 

Total  plaimed  service  level: 

Service  Providers: 

Comm.  Housing  Project  Ghde  Foundation 


San  Francisco  Mayor's  Office  of  Children,  Youth  and  their  Families(9/l/96-8/31/97) 

Job  Readiness  Program  for  Youths 

Total  ftmds  aUocatoi  for  direct  service: 

Total  plaimed  service  level: 

Service  Providers: 

Comm.  Educ.  Services 
Japanese  Comm.  Youth  Coun. 

Chinatown  Youth  Cento 
Youth  Guid.  Improv.Comm. 


North  Cal.  Ser.  Leag. 

Comm.  United  Against  Viol. 
S.F.U.S.D./Bridges 
Potrero  Hill  Neigh.  Cento 


Jewish  Vocational  Service 
Ctrl.  City  Hospitality  House 
S.F.  Educational  Services 


Total  funds  allocated  for  direct  service: 
Total  planned  service  level: 


$675,448 


$211,322  * 


$825,715 


$675,448 


$64,133  * 


$237,882  ♦ 


$2,6894>48 


These  figures  are  approximates  only 


TO: 


FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Background 

Several  months  ago  the  Council  adopted  a policy  recommended  by  the  Committee  to  increase  the 
emphases  placed  on  planning  for  and  recording  "Adult  Employability  Enhancements"  (AEEs)  and  “Youth 
Employability  Enhancements"  (YEEs). 

An  "Employability  Enhancement"  is  a participant  termination  category  authorized  for  JTPA  programs  which 
recognizes  that  the  individual’s  long-term  employability  has  been  enhanced  from  what  it  was  when  he  or 
she  enrolled  in  the  JTPA  Program.  It  assumes  that  this  enhancement  will  contribute  to  the  individual's 
potential  for  long-temn  increases  in  earnings  and  employment  after  leaving  the  JTPA  Program. 

In  the  federally-required  JTPA  reporting  system,  this  termination  category  can  either  be  a complement  to 
or  a substitute  for  an  "Entered  Unsubsidized  Employment"  (or  a job  placement),  the  primary  objective  of  ail 
JTPA  Programs.  In  that  reporting  system,  "Employability  Enhancements"  are  defined  differently  for 
"Adults"  and  for  "Youths"  as: 

1 .  The  attainment  of  one  or  both  of  the  following  "Adult  Employment  Competencies"  (AECs)  based 
on  the  PIC's  specifications  of: 

a.  "basic  educational  skills"  at  termination;  or 

b.  "occupational  skills"  at  termination. 

2.  The  attainment  of  two  or  more  of  the  following  "Youth  Employment  Competencies"  (YECs) 
based  on  the  PIC's  specifications  of: 

a.  "pre-employment  and  work  maturity  skills"  at  termination; 

b.  "basic  educational  skills"  at  termination;  or 

c.  "occupational  skills"  at  termination. 

3.  "returned  to  full-time  school"  for  youths  who,  at  enrollment  into  the  JTPA  Program,  were  "school 
dropouts"; 

4.  "remained  in  school"  for  youths  who,  at  enrollment  into  the  JTPA  Program,  were  "at  risk  of 
dropping  out  of  school"; 

5.  "completed  major  level  of  education"  for  adults  or  youths  who,  at  enrollment  into  the  JTPA 
Program,  did  not  possess  a specific  secondary  or  post-secondary  certificate  of  completion  that 
was  determined  necessary  for  his  or  her  career  goal;  and 

6.  "entered  non-Title  II  training"  for  adults  or  youths  who,  at  termination,  required  and  enrolled  into 
additional  occupational  skills  training  financed  from  a source  other  than  JTPA  Title  II. 


PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  POUNCIL 


OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 

MEMORANDUM 


ALL  MEMBERS  OF  THE  E^LUATION  COMMITTEE 
ANTHONY  LINCOLN, 


DATE:  MAY  11,  1995 


STEVE  ARCELONA 
PLANNING  FOR  "ADULT"  AND  "YOUTH  EMPLOYABILITY  ENHANCEMENTS" 
and  Definitions: 


1049  MARKET  STREET,  4TH  FLOOR  • SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94103-1634  • (415)  621-6853 
FAX  (415)  621-0793  • TDD  (415)  621-3832 


How  AEEs  and  YEEs  Have  Been  Planned  For  and  Recorded  Until  Now: 


The  Evaluation  Committee  reviews  and  analyzes  the  most  recent  available  sources  of  statistical  and  other 
information  on  San  Francisco's  "labor  market"  and  asks  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  to  adopt  the  following 
principal  elements  of  each  Job  Training  Plan  "Design"; 

7.  an  "enrollment  goal"  for  each  significant  segment  of  San  Francisco's  "eligible  population"  taking 
into  account: 

a the  State's  statistical  data  on  the  estimated  representation  of  each  significant  segment  in  San 
- Francisco's  "eligible  population"; 

b.  each  segment's  estimated  "relative  need  for  and  ability  to  benefit  from  services  that  can  be 
potentially  provided  in  each  subpart  of  that  plan"; 

c.  the  statute's  requirements  for  ensuring  "equitability  of  planned  services  for  each  significant 
segment  of  that  eligible  population";  and 

8.  a partial  list  of  all  industries  and  occupations  that  have  been  identified  by  the  State,  the  PIC's  Staff, 
and  other  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  banks,  trade  organizations,  etc.)  as  "projected  to  exhibit 
demand  for  skilled  labor"  during  the  period  of  the  plan  being  developed  and  that  generally 
represent  "permanent",  as  opposed  to  "contingent",  jobs  in  terms  of  starting  wages,  fringe 
benefits,  and  projected  duration  of  employment. 

Based  on  the  "program  design"  adopted  by  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  (or,  as  has  more  commonly  been 
the  case  recently,  by  only  the  former),  the  Planning  Committee  then  develops  solicitations  for  proposed 
training  subcontracts  based  on: 

9.  the  "enrollment  goals"  that  have  been  approved; 

1 0.  the  partial  listing  of  "projected  demands  for  skilled  labor"  that  have  been  adopted; 

1 1 . other  factors  that  have  been  determined  necessary  to  elicit  the  most  appropriate  proposed  inter- 
ventions (e.g.,  certain  training  technologies,  special  objectives  such  as  proposed  AEEs  or  YEEs, 
etc.)  for  matching  persons  represented  by  those  enrollment  goals  with  the  jobs  represented  by 
those  projected  skilled  labor  demands  or  by  other  skilled  labor  demands  that  the  proponent  can 
demonstrate  exist  or  will  materialize; 

1 2.  the  criteria  for  selecting  recommended  subcontracts  from  among  all  responding  proposals;  and 

it  reviews  all  responses  to  those  solicitations,  applies  its  selection  criteria,  and  (based  on  the  financial 
resources  that  are  projected  to  be  available)  it  recommends  to  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  certain  proposals 
to  be  negotiated  into  subcontracts  of  the  PIC  under  the  final  version  of  that  plan. 

After  ail  proposals  have  been  selected  and  the  final  version  of  each  Job  Training  Plan  or  annual  plan 
modification  has  been  approved  by  both  the  Mayor  and  the  PIC,  representatives  of  the  PIC  Staff  negotiate 
each  subcontract  with  representatives  of  the  prospective  subcontractors  based  on  whatever  has  been 
approved  by  the  Council  and  the  Mayor. 

One  of  the  objectives  of  these  negotiations  is  to  establish  AEEs  and  YEEs  that  embrace  both: 

13.  the  pre-existing  skills  of  the  members  of  the  eligible  population  who  have  been  specifically 
targeted  for  recruitment  and  enrollment  into  each  prospective  subcontract;  and 
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14.  the  employers'  minimum  skill  requirements  for  the  specific  jobs  that  have  been  targeted  in  that 
same  prospective  subcontract  for  its  curriculum  and  its  successful  graduates. 

When  the  difference  between  the  projected  skills  deficiencies  of  new  participants  and  the  employers' 
minimum  skill  requirements  for  those  who  will  graduate  exceed  the  program's  capabilities  as  originally 
proposed  or  as  modified  for  what  is  generally  a smaller  amount  of  available  funds,  the  scope  of  the 
proposed  AEEs,  of  the  proposed  YEEs,  or  both  are  generally  namowed  accordingly.  When  narrowed,  the 
desired  skills  of  graduates  are  almost  invariably  sacrificed  because  the  skills  deficiencies  of  new  partici- 
pants (represented  by  the  enrollment  goals)  are  essentially  not  negotiable. 

Documenting  and  recording  the  attainment  of  PIC-approved  employability  enhancements  for  all 
terminees  (even  those  who  are  placed  on  jobs)  in  accordance  with  the  definitions  presented  earlier  in  this 
report  and  the  even  more  extensive  requirements  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  are  formidable  and 
expensive  tasks. 

In  that  regard,  it  has  been  the  PIC's  policy  in  all  of  its  recent  solicitations  for  proposed  training  programs 
and  in  its  staffs  negotiations  of  subcontracts  to  urge  each  subcontractor  to  ensure  that  it  has  budgeted 
sufficient  monies  for  the  extraordinary  costs  that  it  should  expect  to  incur  in  compiling  and  recording  this 
documentation. 

Nevertheless,  for  some  training  technologies  (e.g.,  On-the-Job  Training,  etc.)  there  are  other  barriers  not 
related  to  financial  limitations  that  inhibit  or  prohibit  the  compilation  and  recording  of  documentation 
necessary  to  register  an  AEE  or  a YEE  for  every  terminee. 

How  AEEs  and  YEEs  Might  Be  Planned  For  and  Recorded  Differently: 

As  is  done  in  almost  every  other  Service  Delivery  Area  in  the  country,  if: 

15.  the  implied  relationship  that  now  exists  between  "enrollment  goals  for  significant  segments  of  the 
eligible  population"  and  "projected  employer  demand  for  skilled  labor"  in  San  Francisco  Job 
Training  Plans  were  reversed  (i.e.,  by  determining  that  the  latter,  as  described  in  the  8th,  10th, 
and  14th  items  of  this  report,  would  prevail  over  and  "drive"  the  former,  as  described  in  the  7th, 
9th,  and  13th  items  of  this  report,  during  the  development  of  each  plan  and  subcontract); 

1 6.  the  "projected  employer  demand  for  skilled  labor"  were  treated  as  a "complete  and  exclusive 
listing"  (i.e.,  even  though,  as  described  in  item  number  10,  there  is  no  such  listing)  for  purposes 
of  soliciting  and  selecting  proposals  by  no  longer  permitting  proponents  to  identify  or  demon- 
strate other  "projected  skilled  labor  demands"  as  described  in  item  number  1 1 ; 

17. the  "employer's  minimum  skill  requirements"  (instead  of  the  "pre-existing  skills  of  each  new  partic- 

ipant") were  treated  as  the  "non-negotiable"  element  of  each  AEE  and  YEE;  and 

18.  if  the  "employer's  minimum  skill  requirements"  were  incorporated  as  a "non-negotiable"  require- 
ments of  each  proposed  training  program  solicited  (i.e.,  this  would  mean  that,  if  the  scope  of  an 
AEE  or  YEE  needs  to  be  narrowed  during  subcontract  negotiations,  it  could  only  be  narrowed  by 
modifying  that  subcontract's  "enrollment  goals"); 

the  primary  emphasis  in  each  San  Francisco  Job  Training  Plan  would  shift  from  being  driven  by  enrollment 
goals  to  being  driven  by  employer's  skilled  labor  demands,  the  Council  and  the  Mayor  would  be  asked  to 
approve  all  AECs  and  YECs  prior  to  the  issuance  of  any  solicitation  for  proposed  training  programs  (i.e., 
instead  of  reviewing  all  proposed  AECs  and  YECs  in  each  proposal  and  subsequently  approving  them 
after  a subcontract  has  been  negotiated),  and  there  would  probably  be  substantially  fewer  AECs  and 
YECs  approved  and  those  approved  would  probably  be  much  more  uniform. 
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Fewer  and  more  uniform  AECs  and  YECs  should  result  in  more  AEEs  and  YEEs  being  established  for 
almost  every  subcontract  executed  and  for  almost  every  termination  that  is  projected  within  them  (i.e., 
including  all  projected  job  placements)  and  it  should  facilitate  the  recording  of  additional  AEEs  and  YEEs 
by  reducing  the  burdens  for  documenting  them. 

However,  the  PIC  Staff  cannot  now  recommend  such  a shift  in  emphases  in  the  development  of  future 
San  Francisco  Job  Training  Plans  because: 

19.  it  would  inhibit  any  potential  for  establishing,  implementing,  and  monitoring  compliance  with, 
"equitable  enrollment  goals"; 

20.  it  would  inhibit,  if  not  prohibit,  any  potential  for  establishing  “enrollment  goals,  for  those  in  the 
eligible  populations  who  are  most  in  need  of  and  would  benefit  from  JTPA  services"; 

21 . it  would  seriously  impede  the  potential  for  responding  to  significant  "demands  for  skilled  labor" 
that  are  either: 

a.  episodic  or  emerging; 

b.  not  documented  by  the  State,  PIC,  or  other  appropriate  periodically  scheduled  surveys;  or 

c.  that  are  unusual  in  any  other  sense. 

Concluding  Remarks: 

Nevertheless,  the  issues  of: 

22.  reliable  performance  measures  for  education,  employment,  and  training  programs  that  are  in 
addition  to  just  placements  in  unsubsidized  employment  or  retention  of  that  employment  (e.g., 
AEEs  and  YEEs,  especially  for  highly-targeted  programs  or  services); 

23.  reliable  collection  and  compilation  of  relevant  data  on  those  measures;  and 

24.  credible  accountability  for  demonstrating  performance  on  the  bases  of  those  and  of  other  related 
measures; 

are,  under  the  recent  "one-stop",  "program  consolidation",  "program  integration",  "school-to-career  (or 
'school-to-work')",  and  general  "workforce  development"  initiatives,  potentially  more  important  than  they 
have  been  under  the  JTPA  Programs.  As  a consequence  and  in  negotiating  PY'95  subcontracts,  the  PIC 
Staff  (in  accordance  with  the  discussion  presented  between  items  14  and  15  of  this  report)  will  endeavor 
to  ensure  that  all  data  collection  and  reporting  functions  of  subcontractors  are  as  fully  financed  as  is 
reasonably  possible  and  that  all  subcontractors  (including,  to  the  extent  possible,  even  OJT  Subcon- 
tractors) are  equally  committed  to  documenting  all  AEEs  and  YEEs  attained,  even  by  those  placed  in 
-unsubsidized  employment. 

Representatives  of  the  PIC's  Staff  and  others  will  be  available  to  discuss  these  and  other  related  issues 
with  the  Committee  at  its  May  18th  meeting. 

cc:  All  Members  of  the  Planning  Committee 
PIC  Staff 

All  Prospective  PY'95  Subcontractors 
Kathy  Sage,  EDD/JTPD 


